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OPEN GO.RT 

CENTRAL ADlvUNISTRATIVE TRIBUl~L 

MLL-\H-\81"\l.J BENCH 

ALlAI-k BAD • 
.t It* *lt It** )~"*''"** K-*****'****'lt* lt-lt It >t )t 

Allahaba d this the 26t h day of 

Original applicc.;t ion No . 325 

Hon'ble Dr. R.K. Saxena, JM 
Hon'ble W~ . D.S. Baweja, AM 

of 

Sept ember 1996. 

Dinesh Kumctr Chclturvedi, d/a 30 years, 

S/o Sri Swarup Na r ayd n Chat Jrvedi, 

R/o Kayam Ganj, Farrukhabod . 

• ••••• Applicdnt • 

C/A Sri P.C. Mi s hra 

Ve rs us 

1. Union of India through Gene r a l Manager, 
Northe rn Ra il'llay, Baroda House , New Delhi. 

2 . Rail .-Joy Recruit ment Board, S.C.0.-78-79, 

Sec. BC Chondigci rh t hr ough Chairman • 

• • • • • • • • Respondents. 

f) R D E R - - - - - (Q{A L) 

Hon' t le Dr. R.K. Saxena , JM 

This O.A. has been filed by Dinesh Kuma r 

Chaturvedi cha llenging the selection on the post of Law 

Ass istants in Northern Railwci y. The grievance of the appli­

cant in th is case is that he hC:i d applied for the post of 
notificdtion of the 

Law Assistant in pursuance of theffi.a i1wa y Recruit ment Board, 

Chandigarh. He had appea r ed in the writte n test dnd w~s a 1s o 

intervie\.~ed b ut when the final result was published~his name 

was not in the list of candidat es v-1ho were f ina l ly s e l ected. 
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Feeling aggrie~ved by the :nesult he .bas approached' the 
I 

Tribunal on the ground thilt the Recruitment Board had not 

provided maximum marks for written and intervievJ and thus 

there was arbitrariness. The ground taken is also that the 

candicates were arbitr(..l rily called for interview and that the 

eva luation of t he ansv1er book of the applica nt vie--a.v:i$ 

athsr succes s ful candidates be made . , 

2. This o.A. wc1s filed on 11.3.96 and sin~e than 

it was pending for admission. It WdS l isted on 22.3.96, 

9.4.96, 26.7.96, 5.8.96, 19.8.96 a nd today . 01 most of the 

dates. the learned counsel f or the applica nt was not present. 

He however appeared on 22.3.96 and 5.8.96. The a djournme nt 

\·,as sought a nd was gr cJ nt e d. Today the a pplicant app!=ars 

in person and informs that h is counsel has refused to appear 

on his behalf. He wa s asked if he wanWtime to en gage ano­

ther laviyer but he pressed for his arguments being he ard. 

He wa s t herefore allowed to a rgue. we heard his arguments. 

3. The main content ion of the applicatrt is t hdt 

on l y 18 candidates hove been finally selected and in view of 

the law laid down in As hok Kumar Yadav vs. State of Harayana 

AIR 1987 Supreme Court pd <;:e 454, the candidates not more than 

two to three timesshould hav e been called for interview. 

' According to the admission of the applicunt himself, 57 

candiates v1ere called for interview and thus number exceeded 

by only three persons. ~·Je a r e not convinced with t he 

conterrtion of the a pplicant that because three persons 

exceeded the limit, the whole of the selection shou~ be 
eva luation '!:(-

quashed. His further content ion thatLanswer-books should be 

ma de is also un .. varra nt ed. In vi ew of these facts v~e do not 
1 ) 

find any substance and the O.A. is dismis sed. 
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