e

Central administrative Tribunhal
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- Haw Delhi this the l4th day of December 1999

Hon’ble Mr. Justice V. Rajagopala Reddy, ¥C (J)
Hon’ble Mr. R.K. Ahooja, Member (A) :

Wijay kKumar Verma

8/0 Shri Ram Dhani Yerma

M.Mo. 1119, Shastri Magar,

Delhi-110 052. ‘
' ' «wLPetitioner

(By Advoate: Shri G.D. Bhandari)
Versus
Unicon of India

1. Shri Y.K. agarwal
Chairman, Railwavy Board
Ministry of Railway
New Delhi.

2. Shri Adesh Sharma
Chairman, Rallway Recruitment Board,
Central Railway,
Humbai-400 D08,

3. Shri K.v. Shankaran
Genaral Manager/Central Railway
Mumbail C.58.T. ’
- - JRespondents
(By aAdvocate: Ms. anju Bhushan)

QRDER . (Qral).

By Reddy. J_-

Heard the Qouhsel fbr the petitioner

and the respondents.

. Thig CFP arises out of the order
dated 1.3.99 in 0A-2919/97. While allowing the

0a the following direction was givens~

"Wiewed as such this 0& is
allowed. ' The impugned letter
dated 4.9.96 is quashed and the
raspondents  are directed to
hold the interview of the
applicant proceeding  on the
basis that he had passed in the
written test and thereafter to
CQive all - the consequential



benefits o the applicant
including the benefit of being
interviewed and it successiul
in that, for being appointed”

3. The complaint of the pstitioner
is that he was not interviewed in accordance
with the direction given by the Tribunal and
thus the respondents deliberately wiclated the
order of the Tribunal.’ Hespondentg states in
his  reply thatiin compliance of the order of
the Tribunal the respondents had ocalled the
petitioner for interview on 27V.8.99 but the
patl L oner aven atter receiving the call letter
did not turn up for interview. It is alsoc
stated that the respondents personally visited
at the address of the petitionsr Qiuen in thes
O, to hand over a call letter to him but as
the petitionsr was not found at that address,

and on making enquiriss, he served a call

1is relation on &.8.99. It was
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further stated that the call letter was also
sent for intervisw on the addrass given by thﬁ
petitionar in his application submitted by him
for recruitment i.e. the address Mo.55,

Beligani Behind Mansa Dewil, Rasbarsli (UP) and
thae same has bsen receivedAby the petitibner"
A copy of the acknowledgement was also fileé as
annexure  to the counter. But, the petitioner

Aid not turn up for the Interview.

4q. Thus it evident. that thes

=

respondents had made attemnpts, sincerely To

serve the call letter on the pstiticoner on tha
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address  given by the petitioner himself in the
0f and also to the address given by him in his
application for recruitment. It is, however,
contended by the learned counssl for the
petitionsr  that no such call letter has besn
received by the petitioner either in the
addfess given in the 04 or in the address given
in the application fdr recruitmant and that thé
signatures of *the petitioner shown in  the
fgrnexures & and B are not his sighatures bul
wers fofged siganatures. In support of his
contention learned counsel submits that he
alwayvs put his signature in English whereas the
$ignaturés are shown in Annexure & & B in

Hindi.

B our jurisdiction in contempt
petition is rather limited only to see whether
the respondents had delibegrately and wilfully

disobeyved the orders of the court. The counter

affidavit was deposed to by the Znd respondent,

Chairman, Réilway Recruilitment Board who happens
to be a f@$ponsible officer. We have perused
the Annexures A & B. It is true that the
silgnatures of the petitioner is shown Lo  hawve
been signed in Mindi wheredas in his application
form it  is shown that his sighatures were in
English. We  are, however, not  inclined to
accept on  the basis of this discripency that
the respondents procured signatures of the
petitioner in  Annexure & & B by committing
forgery. It should be kept in mind that his

call letter was sent by registered post and the
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scknowledgment form was obtained by the postal
department .. Unless very cogent evidence 1s
brought on record, wWe cannot reject the
acknowledgement form obtained by the postal
department:. In the circumstances, we canhot
accede to the contention of the learned counsel
for the petitioner that the respondents hae
pfocured the signatures of the petitioner
without actually serving the call letter on the
patitioner. It is clear from the avarmsnts
made in the reply thét the respondents had made
attempts to serve the call 1etter upon the
petitioner and though the petiticner was served
and his address given in the application form,
the betitioner for his own reasons had not
appeared for the interview. It cannot,
therefore, be said that there is any violation

on the part of the respondents 1n the

compliance of the order of the Tribunal.

&. It is next contended thatA the
rules  have beesn recently changed whereby the
necessity of the interview has been dispensed
with and the petiticner hawing gualifised in the
written test the respondents should consider

the petitioner for appointment on the basis of

the written test itself. We do not agree.
What is complained of in the CP is the
wviolation of the order of ths Tribunal. The

cnly direction given by the Tribunal was to
interview the petitioner for appointment. Thsa
only question, therefore, that falls for

consideration in  this CF is whether the



applicant has besen interviewed or nct. in
accordance with the direction. The gquestion as
to  the applicakbility of the latest policy of
the respondents for giving appointment without

holding  interview is not befors us and we are

1

not called uon to decide the same in this CP.

7. cC.P. thaerefore fails and

(. Rajagopala Reddy)
Vice~Chiarman (J)
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accordingly dismissed. Mo costs.




