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CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL 
PRINCIPAL BENCH, NEW DELHI 

O.A. N0.3661/2003 

New Delhi, this the ·3C>th • day of December, 2003 

HON'BLE MR. V.K. MAJOTRA, VIC~ CHAIRMAN (A) 
HON'BLE MR. BHARAT BHUSHAN, MEMBER (J) 

1. Vijayender Slngh 

2. Subey Singh 

3. .Arun Kumar Mali.k 

4. Vi jay Ringh 

5. Famesh Ch~nn 

6. Rati.sh Kumar 

7. Dhar~m Pal Slngh 

8. R.:\jesh Dhayia. 

9. M~njeet Ringh 

10. K. Pal Meena 

11. Ma.noJ J<nm~r Gaur 

12. Agnee Vesh 

14. Ruresh Chand Sainl 

15. Manmohan Ringh 

{Appli~ants No. 1 to 11 - FallW.:\Y Prote~tion For~~~ company 
No. 59, Daya Rasti, Delhl) 

(Appllcant No.12 - Failw~y Prote~tion Force, Company No.12 
Old Delhi) 
{Appli~~nts No. 1~ to 15 -Railway P.F. Co. No.72, DKZ) 

Applicants 
(By Advocate : Shri R.S. Mainee) 

Versus 

1. Union of Tnd1a 
Through The Secretary, 
Ministry of Railways, 
Fail Bh~wan, New Delhi 

2. Railway Board; 
Through The Chairman, 
Rail Rhaw~n, New Delhi 

3. Gener~l Manager, 
Northern Fa.l.lway, 
Barona Honse, New Delhi 

{By Advocate : Shri v.s.R. Krlshna) 
Fesponnen.ts 
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BY BHARAT BHUSHAN. MEMBER (J): 

Appl1cants have chall~ngad 

11.8.2003 issu~d by th~ Railway Board (Respondent No.2) 

wherein it is stated that FPF/FPSF personnel c"'nnot h~ 

aJ.Jow~rl to "'PPe.:lr in Group Departmental comp~titive 

E~amin"'tions (ln short GDC!) for appointment/promotlon to 

posts in D~p"'rtments other th"'n RPF/RPSF in the Railways. 

It was furth~r stated in the s"'irl order that they will "'lso 

not be eligible to appear in other Departmental selections 

in Departments other than RPF/RPSF. "owaver, it 1s "'lso 

ment1oned that the P"'St cases decided otherwise will not he 

reopened. 

2. The ~pplic~nts, who are working as ~on~tahles in 

RPF/RPRF, have sought quashtng of the aforesaid letter dat~d 

11.8.2003 anrl a direction to the respondents to cons1der the 

applicants as well for the post of Junior cashier by 

permitting th~m to appear in tha written t~st wh1ch was to 

be held on 4.11.2003. It is also urged that on earlier 

oc~asions too constables had been permitterl to "'PPA"'r tn 

such examinations. 

3. The respondents while opposing the ple"' of the 

applicants have submitt~d that hy issuance of the internal 

correspondence/ policy decision as has b~en done by the 

respondents, no cause of action accrues to the applic.:lnts 

for filing the present application. The respondents hav~ 

further stated that the applicants have already been issued 

communi~"'tion dated 24.10.2003 vide which they h.:lve been 
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informed that Failway Protection Force/Failway Prote~t1on 

Special Force (hereinafter referred to as RPF/RPSF) 

personnel are not eltgihle to appear in the ~election to thP. 

post of Junior cashier (scalA Rs. 4000-6000), hut the 

applicants have not so far challenged the said order. The 

respondents main contention is, that the RPF/RPSF personnel 

are ~omhatised personnAl and they have been inductP.d 

spe~ifically to look after the security of the Jnd1an 

Railways anrl the mode of ~heir ~~Jection and tra1ning ~~ 

tailor- made for the said purpose only and the deci~ion now 

formally taken deha~ring them to pa~ticipate 1n 

selection~ be1ng heJd for promotion to posts out~ide 

RPF/~PSF was 1n ~onformity and 1n linA with the pattern 

heing followed in other cent~al Police Fo~ce~ as advised hy 

the M1n1stry of Home ~ffair~. ~ven otherwtse, a~cordtng to 

thAm, the applicants heing from the ~ombati~ed cadrA ~annot 

he shifted to administrative/min\sterial ~arlre Ot1ts1de 

RPF/RPSF and hence the decision taken hy them was tn 

~onform1ty with the ovArall pol.icy of the re~pondents. rhey 

have furthAr contended that even the notjce for selection 

isstJP.d {~nnexu~e R-2) would show that thA same has not he~n 

circulated to the Off1ces of RPF or to th~ Offi~As of RPSF 

he~at1se the memhers of the rlisc1pJtned Fo~~P. are not 

expected to participate in the examinations hAld for the 

selection to the post of JtJnior cashiAr. While admitt\ng 

that prior to t.he year 1QQ7-Q8 some memher of the RPF/RPSF 

had participated in the departmAntal examinat1ons for the 

post of Junior cashjer~, it is contended that 1t was on 

ac~ount of ~ome 1nadvertent mi~take on the part of the 

respondents, hut this a~t in itself do not confer any right 
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on other ineltgihle members of the Force to appear in the 

examn1at ion. 

4. ThA le~rned ~ounsel for the ~pplicants, ~r~wing our 

attention to para 170 of the In~i~n Failway Establishment 

Manua 1 { l:FKM) { ~nnexure F\-2), has s11.bmi tte~. tha.t the st~ff 

of ~ccounts Dep~rtment and other neo~rtment~ h~vina ~ 

mtntmum of 5 vears service ~re state~ to he thP eligihle 

candidates for the posts in the category of Junior Cashiers. 

The content1on of the learned ~ounsel for the applic~nts is 

that the appli~ants belonging to the RPF/FPSP service come 

•• w1thin the definition of other nepartments as mentioned in 

Para 170 of thA TFEM. so, according to hjm, they are 

eligiblA to appear 1n the ex~mination. He has also pointe~ 

out th~t on cert~in previous occasions as well the 

respondents h~~ permitted Constables of FPF to appA~r for 

~Ellection in the category of Junior cashier and in this 

reg~r~ he ha~ referre~ to Annexure F\-3 date~ 11.12.2001, 

which is a list of SA1ected candjdates on the panel of 

c~shters ~s a restJlt of written ~nd viva-voce tAsts held 

·• earl i.er in the year 2001. His further submission j_s th~t 

the said Par~ 170 ~oes not impose any emhargo on thA RP~ 

staff ~s not to permit them to appear in the selectjons for 

the posts in othAr Departments of the R~ilw~ys. Hen~A h1s 

~mbmission js that a valuable fundamental right of the 

~pplic~nts to appear 1n the examination is being arhltr~rily 

and illegally taken away by the respondents without giving 

them ~ny show cause notice. HencA this act of thA 

respon~ents, ~~cor~jng to the Jearne~ counsel, js i 11 AO~ 1 - . . . - _, --

~nd ag~inst the principles of n~tur~l justicA. 
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5. WhjJe repelling the ~rguments of the ~ppl1c~nts, the 

learned counsel for the respondents has, at the first 

tn~t~n~e, submitted th~t the ex~min~tion in the 1nst~nt ~~~e 

h~s ~lready heen t~ken pl~ce as f~r b~ck ~son 4.lJ..2003 ~nd 

even the supplement~ry ex~min~tion for those ~~ndid~te~ 

reporting ~i~k under .::~uthorised :R~ilw~y Medi~~1 Officer has 

~lso heen t~~en pl~ce ~nd ~s such the procedurP. for 

SAlectjon h.::~s been completed, ~o no cause of action now 

rem~1ns 1.n f~vour of tl"\e ~pplic~nts. countering the other 

argument~ of the applicants that they come within the 

meaning of other nep~rtment~l staff as contained in P.::~ra 170 

of the IF"F.:M, the le~rned ~ounse1 h~s submitted th~t the 

RPF/RPSF is .::~ totally different entity and they are not the 

other Dep~rtment~l st~ff ~s envis~ged 1n p~r~ 170 of the 

IRBM. Ht~ contention is that the purpo~e and object of 

cre~tion of ~ speci~l Force and the tr~ining imparted to the 

members of S\ICh a For~e does not permit them to change their 

st~tus from th.::~t of comb~tised. members to ministeri~l st~ff 

of the Railways and otherwise also jt i~ not in the 

~dministr~tive or puhlic interest th~t the members ~ppojnted 

after a stringent tr~jnjng .::~re allowed to migr~te to 

adm1nistr~tive johs. 

6. We have cons1dered the riv~l contentjons ~nd h~ve 

perused the materi~Js on record. 

7. After a c~refuJ. pen1s~l of p~r~ 170 of TRF.M, we ~re 

of the ~onsidered opinion that RPF/RPSF cannot he ~~id to he 

covered Wlthin the me~ning "other Dep~rtment st~ff". we ~t'A 

inclined to agree with the ~ontention of the respondents 

th~.t 
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spe~ifirally to look aftel:' the secur1ty needs of t:he Tndian 

Railw~y~ and the mod~ of th~ir selection and training h~s 

al~o been rondu~ted in that direction only. Thus, ~reation 

of such po~ts appears to he totally unrelated to the 

the For~e ann unn~rwent specja} training wjth the fulJ 

knowledge and intent to remain as members of the ~omhat1~ed 

Force only ann not to migrate to mini~teriaJ cadre. 

certain earlier occasions some memhers of the RPF/RPSF ~taff 

post of .Junior cashj.er, hut we tend to agn~e w'i th thE> 

arguments of the responnents that, that hy itself noes not 

~onfer ~ny rjght on oth~rwise ineligible memhers of the 

~or~e to appear 1n the examination because the appli~ants 

have not he~n ahle to pronuc~ hefore us any rule~ to show 

that they are entitlen as a matter of right to appear 1n the 

examinatjon for the post of ,Juntnor C~shier. 

8. In view of the aforesaid disrus~ions ann the fa~t 

th~t the pre~ent ~elections have ~1reany he~n r.ondur.ted on 

4.\1.200~ and even otherwise al~o there heing no mer1t in 

the ca~e of the applicants, the OA is dismis~en with no 

order as to ~osts. 

~HARAT BHUSHAN) 
Member (J) 




