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IN 'IBE CENTRAL ADMINIS'l'RATIVE 'I'RIBUNAL 1 JAIPUR BENCH~ JAIPUF. 
' .• 

O.A~No.519/95 Date of order: :s-\\~\"2..-c:f"rO 

Manoj Kumar Kalia. S/o Shri Orn Prakash Kalia~ R/o 925-Ea 

Wagon Repair Shop Colony a Kota JnR presently. unaerg_o]ng 

training of F'itter(General) in WRSa W.Rlyg Kota. 

· ••• Appl icant • 

Vs. 

l. Union cf Indip through the General Managera , Western 

Railway, Churchgatey Mumbai. 

2. Chief Works Manager 1 Wagon Repair Shcp. W.Rly 1 Kota • 

.3._ Shri Mo6u Lal Suman undergoing training of Fitter( ER) in 

the Wagon Repair Shop. W.Rly. ·Kota. 

• •• Respondents. 

Mr.P.P.Mathur~ Proxy of Mr.R.N.Mathur - Counsel fer the applicant 

Mr.Manish Bhandari - Counsel for respondents. 

CORAM: 

Bon'ble Mr.S.K.Agarwala Judicial Member 

Bon'ble Mr.N.P.Nawani. Administrative Merrber 

PER BON'BLE MR.S.K.AGARWAL• Jut1ICIAL MEMBER. 

In this Original Application under Sec.l9 of the Administ­

rative Tribunals Act • 1985. the applicant makes a prayer to guash 

and set aside the order dated 30.9.95 issued by the respondents and 

to'_direct the respondents to appoint the applicant on the post of 

Fitter( General) or in the alternative appoint in the trace of 

Painter. 

2. Facts of the case in brief as stated by the applicant are 

that a notification dated 18.8.94 was issued for conducting 

examination to select persons. in skillec categ_ory out of persons 

working/ in the unskilled/send-skilled category. Jt is stated that 

the applicant also appeared ana he was selected and respondent No.2 

after considering his aualification allotted him the' trace of 

Fitter (General) and. the applicant was sent fer training. It ie 

also etatedthat at the end of training. reepcndent Nc.2 has issued 

the order dated 30.9.95 by which suddenly the trade ·of the 

applicant was changed frclfl. Fitter(General) to Fitter(B.R). 'rt js 

further stated that the irrpugnec · crder. was issued arbitrarily 

without giv~ng an oppcrtunity cf heari-ng tc the applicant 19nd the 

respondents- should net be allowed to fcrce the applicant to accept 

the trade of Fitter(B.R). Therefore~ the applicant filed this O.A 

for the relief as mentioned above. 
' 3. Reply was filed •. It is stated in the reply that the post 

cf Fitter 1 (General) and. Fitter (B.R) are technical in nature and 

educational qualifications are whcll.y irrelevant for. the purpose. 

It is stated that the candidates of both the branches 'i.e. Fitter 
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(General) ana Fitte~ (~.R) are sent for ccrowcn training and the 

said training· was conUnuing till the impugned order ·was passed on 

30.9.95 •. It is further stated that the applicant hac appeared ·jn 
. . / ' 

the Trace Test of Fitter(E.R) and after passing the said trade test 

he was posted as ·Fitter (E.R) vice crcer dated 16/17.2.96. It is 

also stated that the alJ otment of trade is the discretion cf the 

respondents and. respondent No.3 is on higher rreri t, •. It is 'stated 

that when a common training for Fitter (General) ana Fitter (E.R) 

is given no prejudice could be caused to the applicant by changing 

the category by the. impugned order dated 30.9.:95 and this O.A is 

devoia of any merits an6 liable to be cisroissed. 

4. Heard the learned counsel for the applicant and also 

perused the whole record. 

\-\_ . 5. : Mainl~ the gdevance. ~f the applicant i~· only with regard 

L~ to change, of hJs trade .from FJtter (General) to FJtter (B.R). It' is 

~~early evident fro~ the pleadi11gs of the parties t~at a coirrnon 

training was iwpartec tc th~ cancidates cf both the branches. On a 

perusal of the letter dated 30.9.95 (Annx.Rl)y it is also evident 

that the ·applicant, had passed the trade test of Fitter .(B.R). As 

common trcining was imparted to the candidates of beth the branches 

i.e. Fitter (E.R) end Fitt€r (General) and the. applicant has also 
I 

passed the trace test of Fitter (E.R)~ therefore~ we are of the 

opinion that no prejudic::::e ·could be caused to the applicant by 

passing the iirpugned order dated 30.9.95. It is also·not disputed· 

that allotment of trade is the di~cretion of the· respondents. When 

a common training for Fitter (General) 'and Fitter· (E.R) was given 

to the candidat-es- we are of the considered view that there can be 
. . 

rio violation of. the principles of natural justice while passing the 

impugned order. It is a 1 so irrport ant t c Il]ent ion that the applicant 

is working in Trade (B.R) since long~ .thereforea the applicant has 

no case for interference by this Tribunal and this O.A is devoid of 

any IreritM therefore~· liable to be dismissed. 

6. We are~ therefore. of the opinion that the applicaot is 

not entitled to any .relief sought for. Therefore~ we .ciswiss this 

. O.A wr lcrder 
{~ 

(N.P.Nawanf) 

Member (A ) • 

as to costs. 
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~ V'J\h j) 
k.K~ 

Member ( J ) • 
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