
IN THE CEtTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL : HYDERABAD BENCH 

AT HYDERABAD. 

O.A.No.919/90. 	 Date of JudgentL-L-- V'k3\ 

1, M.Ramachander 
S.R.Mllesh 
p.xusaliah 
S.Raj Kumar 
Amar. fSingh 
T.S.Jaikumar 
ArchibOld Wright 

S. A.N.Prasad Applicants 

Vetsus 

Uniob of India 
per jGeneral Manager, 
So4h Central Railway, 
Rail Nilavam, 

Chij3f Workshop Manager, 
signal & Telecommunication 
wo4cshops, 
south central Railway, 

Respondents 

for the Applicants : Shri G.Ramachandra Rao 

for the Respondents z Shri D.Gopala Rao, 
Sc for Railways 

Non' le Shri J.Narasimha Murthy : Member(Judl) 

Horib1e Shri R.Balasubramanian : Member(Admn) 

j J&dgment as per Hon'ble Shri R.Balasubramanian, 
Menter(Admn) I 

This application has been filed by Shri 

7 others against the Union of India per General 

E46th central Railway, Rail Nilayam, Secunderabad 

under section 19 of the Administrative 

Act, 1985. 

2 1 	The applicants are working in high 

un the Signal & Telecoijnication Workshops 
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secu 1 derabad. Two posts of chargeman 'B' grade fell 

in the year 1987 and all the applicants are 

eliqible for promotion against the two posts after a 

ss of Limited Departmental competitive Examination 

(LDC2). The respondents issued a notice dated 30.5.88 

inviing applications from eligible candidates for the 

The applicants herein applied for the same. 

The xamination was postponed and IMM by another 

dated 18.5.90 the respondents again invited 

tions in the light of a decision of this bench 

as .dell as certain clarifications issued by the Railway 

By this, the number of eligible candidates 

was earlier 10 had become 16. The proposed 

were not held and - by a third notice 

datd er v 

7.9.90 the respondents again invited applications 

I ____ 
furthtSnL the eligibility conditions. By this 

the list of eligible candidates which had 

already risen from 10 to 16 further rose to 28. The 

tion was finally to be held on 8.2.81. The 

icants are aggrieved that by successive notifica-

the respondents had altered the eligibility 

tions and had widened the area of competition 

10 to 16 and then to 28 against just two vacanci 

11  arose in 1987. They have prayed that the iie 

elizible candidates be confined only to the 

heri?in (only 8 in number) QAA- tF d kzi. 

3. I The application is contested by the 

It is their case that though they had 
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eligibility conditions in their first notice dated 

30.5.88/certain doubts arose and a reference was made 

to the /Railwav Board 	'1ssued a clarification and it is 

in the jliht of this that they had called for applica-

tions or the second time on 18.5.90. Fresh doubts 

arose jand again after obtaining a clarification from the 

Railwdly Board they issued the third notice dated 7.9.90. 

It is their case that the Railway Board has got enough 

to alter the eligibility conditions for the LDCE. 

4. !we have examined the case and heard the learned 

for the applicants and the respondents. The 

lear!ned counsel for the applicant argued that the 

vacc4ncies related to the year 1987 and whatever 

ty conditions were applicable at that point of 

can be applied and 	relaxation of eligibility 

tions which arose after 1987 should not be applied 

these vacancies of 1987. while the applicants are 

aggrieved that the number of candidates had 

from 10 to 16 it had further risen to 28 by 

more candidates eligible through a Trade Test 

ing held for the purpose of fulfilling the eligib 

onditions. We have compared the three relevant 

ted 30.5.88. 18.5.90 and 7.9.90. The only dif 

the first and second notices that hurts 

is the opening of the test to 

artisan staff reclassified as skilled without/ 
I 	 / 

I the Trade Test provided they have passed t13/ 
/ 

for the skilled grade in a Cognate Trade/ 
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notice dated 7.9.90 the respondents referring to the two 

earliir notices stated that the upgraded skilled artisans 

in the non-Cognate Trade if they have completed 3 years of 

serv4e in the skilled grade would be eligible if they 

pass he Trade Test for skilled grade in the relevant 

Cogna e Trade. They also indicated that such candidates 

shoulI pass the Trade Test being ordered for this purpose. 

5. The learned counsel for the applicants had cited 

the thinreme Court decision reported vide A.I.R. 1990 

(SC) 4b5. We have seen that judgment of the Hon'ble 

Court which holds that statutory recruitment rule 

be modified with retrospective effect. In the cas 

us there were certain eligibility conditions 

to the year 1987 when the vacancies had ariser 

Only? those conditions should be applied for filling up 

the Ivacancies. After issuing the notice on 30.5.88 

a dóubt arose whether more candidates would be eligible 

who fulfilled the conditions relating to the year 1987. 

we kind from the circular No.E(P&A)/I-82/3C/1 dated 

13.1L1.82 that the Railway Board had done certain re-

and in accordance with that a number of 

staff were brought within the category of 

ski1lled staff. However, they were not required to 

anyt Trade Test. Some of them appear to have passeA + 

Trade Test for skilled grade in a Cognate Trade, 

puose of the 18.5.90 notice was to bring with/ 

eligibility net such reclassified skilled ste" 

We!do not see anything wrong in such 

lelEt out earlier. However, those who fulfil 
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conditi9fls subsequent to the cut off date should not be 
1-4 

fk  

brought/within the eligibility net for 
the two vacancies 

of 1987j. The third notice dated 7,9.90 attempts this3  

just to meet the eligibility by ordring a Trade Test  

conditiOnS. We do not approve of this. We, therefore, 

direc4 the respondents not to go beyond the eligibility 

conditions stipulated in their notice N0.75782/LDCE/Est. 

aated 18.5.90. We, however, do not agree to the prayer 

of the applicants to restrict the examination only to the 

B ap!plicants herein. The application is disposed of thus— 
I 

wittj no order as to costs. 

CU 
C R.Balasubramanian 

Mexter(AdWfl). 
.t.Narasimha Murthy 

Member(Judl). 

I 

Ck \tputy Registrar 

1 	- 
1. The Gexieral Manager, Union of India, 

south cbntrai Railway, Railnilayam, Secunderabad. 
2 • The Chif Workshop Manager, 

sig nalJ & Telec omrnunic ation Workshops, 
S.C. Railway, Mettuguda, secunderabad. 

One cop1y to Mr.G.Ramachandla Rao, Advocate, 
3_4-98. Barkatpura, Hyc3erabad. 

One cojy to Mr.D.GOPala Rao, SC tor Rlys, CAT.Hyd.Beflçitr 

S. One cojy to Hon'ble J.Narasimha Murty, Member(.J)CAT.Hyd. 

One coty to MOn'ble Mr.R.Balasubramlaflian, Member(A)CAT.Hy 
One spre copy. 

pVm 
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CHEp BY 	 APPROVEBY 
TYPED BY 	 COMPARED BY 

IN THE CENTr<j ADNINIsTTIvE TRIBUN AL 
HYDER4EAD BENCH HYDERABAD 

THE HONbLE MR.B.;,JAYASIM 	V.C. 
AD 

THE HON'BLE MR.D. 'URTh RAO 

AD 

THE HQN'BLE MR.J.PASThII MUY:M(J) 

El 
	 AND 

THE HON' BLE M.R.BALASUBPJNIANOM(k) 
N 

Dated:ZS-  

cSQLfl / JUILMENT: 

M.A./R.A. /C.A. NO. 

in 

TeA•NOe • 	 W.P.NO, 

O. A. No, 

IC 

Admit4ed and Interim directions 
issu9d. 

Mifred 	 • 

Disposed of with direction 

Di srmi s ted 

Disrnis ed as Withdrawn 

Dismi sed for default 

M .A. {rdereRej  
bnu: dnvnstratjy9 Trjbunw No order as to 

crstst DPATCH 




