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( By Ham. Mr. Justice U.C. Srivastava, VG )

: The applicant wes workimg as Telephone Cperatm ih
‘1 Central Railuway, anay. He gave his option for being : "‘
transferred af ter forgoing his seniority. Vecancies jé;
| : arose in the year 1981 in Transportation Branmch, Naﬂ:hm
Railwey Allahabad for the post of semior clerks im the b
e “ grade of #5. 330-560(R.5) and consequently it was decided

by the respondents to fill up those posts in éccordsnce
o A with the provisions of the Railwey Establishment Memual. =
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The result of the aforesaid examination was decliéred om
17.10.81 and 17 persons were declared &s successful mm

it
included 5 personRs who were promoted on the basis of g

restructuring done in the cadre though they did not p-

cipate in the examination. OQut of 26 ciandidates E#lhd

for examination only 12 candidetes were declared swﬁ'.

which included the aj Pliﬂant also. Thereafter m app

~t ves éppointed almg with 15 other candidates as sm'j,‘_'_ gk

=




period more than three ye«ars.
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- 24 In the year 1981 vhen the suitsbility t&ﬁ%

‘a‘? wis held only 26 persons were eligible to perticipa‘ﬁa

§ ’ | in the suitability test amd now out of 26 persons _\-ﬁﬁ?
| perticispted, only 15 were selected ~12 selectad in iia
J: suitability test and 3 in the test hela 28.6 .32 and. n‘h
‘: e, rest of the 11l feiled inspite of the opportunity bDeing

gﬁ _ given to them to rea pear in the exemination held om

5 28.6.82. By means of the érder dated 16,5.85 the failed
w | candidates elso who are much junior to the applicemts ;
T and who have failed in the earlier suitability tests «
R | have been asked to appear in the examinatiom alongwﬂ?ﬁ_'! s
g the applicents to be held on 8.6.85. It is ger’tm@nf
‘E’k\ _ to s'l:.cn‘te ~"’rzuzu‘l:. vhen the respondents had cancelled t.h&_

By including junior persons im the cancallﬁﬁ
they have committed grave 1llagali't}r am
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case of their failm ’Ihe applican*h H&d'

for about more than 3 § years and have

@lso @long with others &s senior cle rt . In this ¢ ;

reference is made to the case of ' Km. Anamica Misrs&

-‘r ' another Vs Union FPublic Service Commission allahabad m
_EI 1990 SC pg 461. In that case some candidates having
| . better performence in written examination not called for : ,'
interview due to improver feeding into computer reholding ;
_ . = of written exemination on thet XN ground-not proper.
i | When no defect was painted out in regard tontoh_éa written
1 exemination and the objection was conf insd fto iggthe |
é] s written examination iuﬂ; tne interview there was no ju&ti&«f
E ficstion for cancelling.me writtem part of the recru:.tnmt
i" = examination. On the other hand, the situation could h&ﬁ
h o been properly met by setting aside the recruitment qn@
;’-”‘ askfmg for a fresh int :rview to all eligible caﬁdiﬂi\
- : on the basis of wrltten examinetion énd selecting t

b2 om the basis of the written and the freshly hﬂ-m

interview became el:.g:l_ble for selec't}_cm.
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them within & period of 2 months from the
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