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IN THE CENTRAL ADMINIS‘TRATIVE TRIBUNAL., JAIPUR BENCH, JAIPUR.
0.A.No.523/93 ‘ ' Date of order: 57/STQA%HD
Sﬁashi Kant Sharma, S/o Ram Swaroop Sharma, Sr.Khallasi,
Teiecommunicatfon, W.R1ly, Gangapur City (Kota Division).
...Applicant.
Vs.
1. Union of India through the General  Manager, W.Rly,
Churchgate; Mumbai.. '
2. Sr.Divisional Signal & Télecommunication Enginser(Estt.)
W.Rly, Kota Division, Kota.
‘ » ... .Respondents.
Mr.S.C.sethi - Counsel for the applicant.
Mr.Manish Bhandari - Counsel for respondents.
CORAM: , ] _
Hon'ble Mr.S;K.Agarwa], Judicial Member
Hon'ble Mr.N.P.Nawani, Administrative Member.
PER HON'BLE MR.S.K.AGARWAL, JUDICIAL MEMBER.

° In this original application under Sec.l9 of the
Administrative Tribunals Act, 1985, applicant makes the
>following prayers: _ ' A
(i) to direct the respondents to declare the result of the
writ:én test held on 13.4.91; 4 N
(ii) In case the applicant is declared as not'qualiijed in
the written test held on‘l3.4.91¢ the respondents be directed

) tb'include his name in theve]igibility list Annx.Al and allow
the applicant to appear in the selection test to be held for
‘the post of Inspector Telecommunication scale 1400-2300(RP)
against 20% guota’ of direct recruitment. ;
,é;.' 2. In brief tacts of the case as stated by the applicant

are that he 1is working as Sr.Khallasi under Inspector-
Telecommunication; Gangapuf City. It is stated that fo ftill-

up 20% post of Inspector Telecommunication scale 1400-2300 by

diteét recruitment among the serving railway employees;
respondent No.2 invited applications. The applicant also

submifted his application and appeared in the written test

conducted on 13.4.91 but the result oiﬁthe test has nét been
declared so far. It és stated that another list. of elfgible
candidates was issued on 22.1.92 but in that list the name of

| the applicant ﬁas ~not included. The appiicant complained
\J~¥§QL againsf the said irreqularity but with no result. -It is
&,/”/”ﬂ—-stated that the _result of the written test conducted on
' 13.4.91 was not declared and another notice Qﬁs issued by
respondent No.2 calling applications' for  selection for  the

post of Inspector Telecommunication against 20% guota and the
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appiicant élso applied within the prescribed period but the
name of the applicant was not included in the list of
eligible candidates bacause of malice towards the applicant.
The applicant filed representation. but the respondents are
beﬁt upon to hold the selection without giving chance to the
gpplicaht. Therefore, the applicant filed the O0.A for the
relief as mentioned above.
3.. Reply was filed. It is admitted in the reply that
selection on -the post of Inspector Telecommunication was to
be done 50% by direct recruitmeﬁt'by the Railway Recruitment
Board,. 20% by induction of apprentices. aﬁong maintainers
possessing the gualification of Matriculation with 3 years
experience and having the age of 45 years and 30% by
promot ion throughiselection from Maintainers. It is stated
that fesult of £he test conducted on 13.4.91 was declared on
l4.il.9l and copy of the same was also placed on the'notiée
. N "boaré for _information. It is further stated \thét-~thé
_applicant was not elig&ble according  to para 148 of IREM. The
-’qualification pfescribed for the said test according tq~para
148 IREM is - one must be working ‘as maintainers and must
have.3 years or more experience as maintainer and have passed
Matriculation. He must also be bélow the age of 45 years. It
is stated that the applicant did not fulfil these conditions,
therefore, his name was. not included in the list of eligible
candidates and this O.A having no merit is liable to be
dismissed. | . ) .
4, Heard the learned counsel ifor the parties and- also
perused the whole record. .

+ 5. On the perusal of the reply tiled by the resgondehts, it
is abundantly clear that the result of the test éonducted by
the respondents have'already been declarad on 14.11.91 and
the same was placed cn the Notice Boafd. On a. perusal of
,Annx.Rl) it is also clear that in the written test held on
13.4.91 and 19.9.91, ncone of the cnadidates have gualified in
.the wrﬁtteﬁ test,  therefore, on the basis. of the evidence
produced by the respondents1vit is abundantly clear that the
result of‘thelwritten test - conducted On_l3;4.91 has already

C§r&\ ' been declared, therefore, the applicant is not entitled to

_ the relief{ as mentioned- above. | V

9/”//”‘5._ As regards other relief, para 148 of IREM provides that:

‘ "148(1). The Vaéancies in  the category = of
Telecommunfcatién Inspector Graée IIT in scale Rs.1400-
2300 will be filled as under:
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(1) 56% by direct/ recruitment,” through the Railway
Récruitment Boards; - ‘ _ ’

(ii)" 20% by induction of intermediate'Apprenticés'from?
amohgst' Majnﬁaineré possessjng the qualification of
Matriculationngith_'threé years service and below 45
ye2ars of age:; and | '

(iii) 30% by promotion by selection from Maintainers in
éhe immediate lower grade." R

7. According to this provision,_ﬂan empioyee to make him’
eligible for the test /post of Inspector Telecémmunjca;ion} he

must be working as Maintainer and must have 3 years or more

experience’ on thé.post, he must be qatriculate and shouid not’

have complsted the age. of 45 years. In the reply, the

'respondents have stated thét the applicant is hoﬁ fulfilling

the criteria as laid down in para -148 of IREM, therefore, the’

name of the applicant was not included in the eligibility
list so prepared for the test. - { '

‘8. . The learned counsel for the applicant has argued 'that

‘

earlier in the eligibility 1list prépaped for the test
conducted on 13.4.91, name of the applicant was included in
the eligibility 1list but now the applicant is depied to
include his. name in the eligibility 1list, therefore, .the
denial is. arbitrary énd unwarranted. | _ _

S. Although name of ﬁhe applicanf was included. in the
eligibility 1list for the test condacted on-13.4.91 but para
148 'of IREM, it is abuhdantly clear thatAZO%_vacancies_in the
categdry of Telecommunication Ihspector'Gf.III Rs.1400-2300 -
(RP) will ©be - filled-up- by induction of intermediate
apprentices - from amongst maintainers possessing the
qualification of Matriculation with\3 years service and below
45 vyears . of age. . If  the applicant fulfills fhe‘ above
conditions,; then oniy "his name can be dncluded in the
eligibility list for the selection test to be condicted for --
the post of Telecommunication Ihspector Gr.III.

10. On ' the basis’ of foregoing we can only say that if the

. applicant fulfills - the conditions tor eligibility as

mentioned in paré 148(1) IREM then only he is entitled to
include his name 1in the  eligibility 'list preparad - for
Selection for Inspector Telecommunication Gr.III.

11. We, thsrefore, allow the O.A toc the éxtend that if the
applicant fulfills the‘eligjbility.criterﬁa-as laid down in
para 148 oi IREM, he may -iile a representation within one

month from the date of passing of this corder to the competent



authority who will dispose of the representation so filed by
the applicant, within two months from the date of receipt of
the representation, ‘*by taking a decision ' whether the

applicant is entitled to include his name in the éligibjlity_

- list for selection on the post cof Inspectcr Telecommunication

Gr.III, scale Rs.l400;2300 (RP).

12. Wwith the above clrectlon. the O.A is disposed of with no
AN .
order dS to costs.

(N.P. Nawan1 o ' _ Y (S.K.Agarwal)
Member (A). _ : ' . Member (J).



