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IN THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL 
JAIPUR BENCH, JAIPUR 

O.A. No. 126/91' 
T.A. No. 

Djne~h Chana Fen 

Mr.Sanjay Joebj 

Versus 

Union of Inaia & Ors. 

199 

DATE OF DECISION 6. 4. 2000 

Petitioner 

Advocate for the Petitiooer ( s) 

____ Respondent 

---------------~Advocate for the Respondent ( s) 

CORAM£ 
·"'-.;_, 

r'} \ 

.,TheHon'bltMr. S.K.Agarwa; 1 Member (J) 

·TheHon'bleMr. N.P.Nawanj~ Member (A) 

I. Whether Reporters of local papers may b~ allowed to see the Judgement ? 

2. To be referred to tho Reporter or not ? 

3. Whether their ~.lordships wish to see the fair copy of the Judgement ? 

4. Wrrds to bo circulated to othor 

( N .P ,Nawani) · 
Member(A) 

Benches of the Tribunal ? 

~ 
' (S.K.Agarwa1) 

Member (J) 

_I 



IN THE CENTRAL ADMINIS~RATIVE TRIBUNAL~ JAIPUR' BENCH~ JAIPUF. 

o.A.No.J26/99 . JJate ~f crcer: '-)Yj:un,..r) 
l. Dj nesh Chana Sen • S/ c Shri Raghuvar JJayal ~ R/ c VHlage 

I . 

Manaawar~ Distt. Dausa. 
' 2. Eacchu Singha f:,/o Shri Bhagwan· Singh~ R/o VDlage Eajeri 11 

Distt.Eharatpur~ 

3. . Attar Singh Meena11 S/c Lalararr· Meena~ R/o VHlage 

Mandawar~ Distt.Dausa. 

4. Sit:a Farr Meenai; S/o RaiDpal Meena~ R/o Village Maahogarha 

'l'ehsH Bassi~~ Distt.Jaipur. 

· ••• AppJ icants. 

Vs. 

1. Union of India through General IVlanagerw Northern RaDway 11 

Earooa Bouseu New Delhi. 

2. Divisional Rail Manager~ Norther RlyA New Delhi. 

.Mr.Sanjay Joshf- C.ounsel for the appJ icant 

Mr. U. D. Sha nra - Couneel for reepondent s. · 

CORAM: 

• •• Respondente • 

Hon'ble.Mr.S.K.Agarwal, Judicial IV':err.ber 

Hon'ble Mr.N.P.NawaniQ Administrative ~eiDber. 

PER HON 1 ELE MR.S.K.AGARWAL~ JUD!CIAL MEMBER. 

The main grievance of the applicant in thie: Original 

Application is that in pureuc>.nce of notification No.l/l999u the 

applicants were net allowed to fHl-up froiD fer preparation of 

pc:mel fer Claee IV pest on the ground that the ·applicants are not 

eligible as they have net· ccnpletec thejr apprentice training frorr. 

Ncrthern RaDway but completed their apprentice training from Loco 

Ivcrkshopu ~·.Rlya Ajrner. 'I'herefore 1 cHrectione were sought to a11ow 

the· appJjcants to fHl-up .. the application for and in cae:e they 

found suitableg they be offered appdntroent to Clase: IV poe:t ·as per. 

nctification No.l/1999. 

2. Reply was filed. In the reply~. it ie . stated that· 

not if i cat.j on No~ 1/99 was j ssued ·for, f onpj ng a Panel · for recruit rnent 

of 100 peste of Subsbtutee: in Grou~D and only these cancidates 

were rrade eligible who have pae:sed NCVT test from Northern Railway 

Organisations~~. inducing the Worke:hop of Northern RaHway. It ie 

stated that the applicante were not eligible, hence they were not 

·given application. forms for filling-up and no, such form was given 

to any ether persons who ie: not eligible as per. notification 

No.l/99. It is also etated that the eaid eligibHity condition ie 

perfectly legal~ proper, reasonable and justified as the applicante 

who have .received apprenticeship training under a particular 

RaHway Organieat1ion is the liabllity of that Railway Organisation 

/ 
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to give employment to them. It is further stated that before 

apprcach.ing this Tribunal~ the applkants aiel not exhaust the 

remedies available to them~ as. provided under the Administrative 

Tribunals Act~ therefore, this O.A is not traintainable. on this 

ground alone and requested to dismiss the O.A with costs. 

3. Hes.rd the learned· counsel f.or the partjes and aJ.sc petuseO 

the whole record. 

4.· The learned counsel fer the applicant submits that the 

eligibility conoitfons as trentioned in para 21 of notification 

Nc.l/99 are discriminatory ana in violation of Article 14 of the 

Constitution of India. On the otherhanda the learned counsel for 

the respondents has argued that eligibHity criteria as mentioned 

in para 21 of the notific~tion is perfectly legal ,and valid and it 

is not at .all discriminatory 11 as per the provisions. given in 

Article 14 of the Constitution. 

5. Admittedly~ the. applicants are not eligible for fHlingup 

the app1ication forms as per notification No.l/99" as they do not 

fulfil the eligibility criteria as mentioned in th~ aforesaid 

,noti ficaticn. 

6. In the reply~ it has been rrade clear that.· the saia 

notification was issued after obtaining approval trom Head-quarters 

ana· the eligibility condit~ons as given in para 21 of the said 

notification is perfectiy legal, validB proper ana reasonable as 
' . 

the applicants who were undergone training under a particular 

Railway Organisation is the liability of that particular Railway 

Organisation ·to give· employtrent to such persons and such 

, apprentices are familiar with the requhements of the eaid Railway 

, Organisation/Workshope. 

7. Rao Vs. Andhra .Pradeeh Public Service 

Comrni~sio~a AIR 1983 SC 268, a C9nstitutional Bench of the Hon'ble 

Supretre Court clearly held that in crder to achieve the goal of. 
' . 

recruiting suitable cancidatesa certain conditions can be imposec 

ana those conditione would not be violative of equality clauee ae 

enshrined in Article 14 of the Constitution of India. 

8. . In §an~~ MoEl:£!!!!~9!!!12 

Judicature· for Ralasthan & Ore." ----- --- -~----- - ----
& Ore. Vc 

~-

ATJ 1999(2) 

~29!! Court of 

543 held that 

condition for recruitment to ·RHJS that a candidate muet hC!ve 

practiced for more than 7 years in the High Court of Rajaethan and 
- I 

Courts ,eubordinate to it is not violative of ArticJ.e 14 of the 

Constitution of India. 

9. In the instant case. the appl'icante. were not given 

application forms for preparing panel in pursuance of notification 

No.l/99 on the ground that they have not paesea their apprentice· 
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training from Northern RaHway but from Loco Workshop, W.:Rly~ 

Ajrner. This classHication. according to the law laic down by . . 
Hon'ble Supreme Court as mentioned above is ·neither diEcriminatory. 

' 
nor in vioJation of Article 14 of the Constitubcn anc. tl:e 

applicant has no ca~e for interference. by this Tribunal. 

10. We~ thereforea disndss this O.A having no merit at the 

stage of acmi ssi.on wj th 

'\ // . 

· odlv.,·!_·~~ -(N.P.Nawan'j) 

no orcer as to costs. 

.0.~ 
~.Agarwal) 
' 

Member (A) • Member ( J ) ·• 
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