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The only guestion is whether the applicant is
entitled to be appointed as Commercial Apprentice on
the basis of common merit examination held for different

categories, The applicant was selected as Traffic

~ Apprentice but he was found medically unsuitable for

that post, He, therefore, asked for being considered

- for the alternative category of Commercial Apprentice

relying on the Ministry of Railuays' letter dated

4.1,1985 hich provided that "alternative appointment

can be offered only in those categories for which common
examination is held that too on the basis of their position

in the combined merit list."

2, The respondents have not filed a written statement

but the learned counsel pointed out that the applicant's

‘contention was caonsidered and was sent by the General

Manager for approval by the letter dated 14,1,1993 (Ex,'G!),
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The Railuay Board by the letter dated 20.5.1993
did not agree with the proposal, It does not appear
that the rule position on uwhich the applicant relied
was considered by the Railuay Board but Shri Rege,
learned counsel for the respondents points out that
the position was pointed out by the letter dated
144,1,1993 resting on the applicant's position at
Sre.No., 58 in the merit list while general candidates
upto merit order No. 41 only have been assigned the
Commercial Apprentices, We find that there is no
ansyer to thé applicant's contentiﬁn in Para 4.8 of
the betition tﬁat persons uho were louwer in the merit
were also appointed as Traffic Apprentice., UWe find
that there is certain confusion with regard to-the
order in the merit list assignéd to the applicant's
position in the common merit list in respect of Traffic
Apprentice and Commercial Apprentice and the Railuway
Board's order does not make any reference to the exact
position thch the applicant uould have got iF.he were

to be considered as a Commercial Apprentice.

3. All that ue need do in the present case is to
direct the Railuay Board to reconsider the position

in the light of what we have said above and find out
whether the applicant cbuld be selected for Commercial
Apprentice post based on his seniority in that respect,
This shall be done within three months from the date of
receipt of this order by the respondents, The OR, is

disposed of with this direction.
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