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CE~T:~ Ar. I:\ I.;>T.nxn VE Tt<IBUNAL, ./'\LLAH~;,U B EI~Cli, 

~LAHASJ(l. -

;.Jated: nl.lahcbad, the 2 )...,.,l day o f February, X>O l 

eo=a:: : Hon' bl e I.1r. Just ice R.R. K. Trivedi, VC 

ORIGI~AL APPLICATION NO. 1433 OF 1992 

l. Pravin Kunar, 

s/o ->ri Brjj Kishor .;;hanna, 

r/o village ana P. O. Khe.!garh, 

_,::_s crict Feroz ab ad. 

2 . :-:ari .:>ing n, 
s/ o ~ri .fiag nub ir .jingh, 

r1 o v :ill age i'Iagl a Dul i, 

"?. C. Ta~ha, JJistt. Etav1ah. 

3 . :.a:i J as, 

s/ o 01unni Lal, 

r/ o v ill age Ul au, PO Hirang aon, 
:J:_s~rict Feroz ab ad. 

4. 3ntr1nendra Kun a-t, 

s/ o .Jri ~·1ani!~ Q1anJra, 

r, 'c village iJagla Rati, 

?C Tunill. a, Distt . Feroz ab ad. 

~ • Ka.-=1 raj .;)ing h, 

S/ o -=>ri .::>ebaran .::>ingh, 

r /o village Latipur, P.O. La:tipur, 

a-istrict Feroz ab ad. 

6. Koma! .::>ing h, 

s/ o .;Jri uhani nam , 

r/ o v il. e. PO Lat ipur, 

.:.1isi:rict Feroz ab dd. 

7. J\\Shok f<tjnar Tiv1ari, 

~/o ~ri ~ati~h Chandra Tewari 
• 

{\7rongly typed in the seniority list 

8. 

as .;)r; Day a .)agar Tewari), 

r/o village ana P.O. Dhirpura, 

uistrict Ferozab~d. 

Koma! Singh, 
sf o .;)ri Khachennal, 
r/o vill. Bhansei, PO~ 
uist.rict Ferozabad. 
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9 . Rai11 Ratan .:>hanna, 
s/ o .:lri .:liya f,an .:>harma, 

r/ o v ill age and P. o. J.Jhirpura, 
uistrict Ferozabad. 

10 . Giriraj .:>ingh, 

s/ o Sri .:lhiv Prasad, 

r/ o v ill age 01 ati, PO Iiirang aon, 
District Feroz ab ad. 

11. I<itab Singh, 
s/ o Sri l{at iran , 

r/ o v ill age Nagl apir, 

P. O. I. T. I . District lt'&vah. 

1 2 . ;:)ukhbir :-;ingh, 

s/ o Sri Sh iv Pr as ad, 

r/ o v ill age Darapur, PO Hirang aon, 

d istrict Ferozabad. 

. . • • tppl icants . 
( By AcJVOCate .:>ri A. K. Dave ) 

Versus 

1. Union of India, t hrough the J..liv isional 

Rail ~vay f1'ia nager, Nortnern Rail 'i-1ay, Allahabad. 

2. Divis ional Personnel Officer, 

of fice of the Divi!iional hailv.iay l\lanager, 

N. HailvJay, Allahabad • 

• • • • .f-espondents 

(By Ac1Vocate .:>ri "'· C. J.1ishra) 

.. ORDER ( .HE.:iEHV6J) ------

This application under ~ection 19 of the 

Acfllinistrative (Tribunals) net, 1985 seeks the relief 

of interpolation of the nanes of the applicants at 
• 

appropriate places in panel 
• 

of their seniority and post thEID 
.ttailway servants with all conse 
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3. OA 1433/92 

2 . The case of the applicants is that they i.vere 

call ed for appearing at screening test at various 

stations in a phased manner for regularisation of 

their services as pe.nnanent Group 1 D1 staff in the 

scale of Rs .750- 940 . The Notification dated 28 .10. 66 

i s sued for the purpose contained their nanes in order 

• 

I 

of seniority based on their working days. The applicants, 

it is clajJned, satisfied the conditions of ergagement 

before 1.8.78 in the f,ailways anu engagement before 

1.9 .78 in Allahabad Division, v1orking for four months 

in traffic anu corilmercial uepartment ana canpleting 

a total of 4.lD days of v-1ork. The respondents after 

s cre ening de cl a red nan es of 68 canuidat es subj ect to 

c hange in t heir ranks in the panel on account of 
' 

interpol at ion of sane other nanes. The applicants . 
"'--~ -.)-... 

cl aim that ~ shoula have b een promoted based on 

their rank in the list dated 28 . JD.86 regardless of 

result of screening a nd that in any case they should 
cr:~V-

have been included in the nanes a:e be declared. 

3. The respondents hav-e contested their clajJn 
. 

on the ground that they did not succeed in screening 

which consisted of selection b as ed on a ntmber of 

.. 

variables, \.vhich were considered and that on verification 

they v.,rere found to have worked for l esser nunber of 

days as in subsequent screening held in 1989, they 

did not fulfil the criterion of even 337 working days. 

4. The respondents were directed to produce the 

result of screeni03 held in 1986-87, but they could 

not trace 

The respondents could not produce the 

ground that it was not available. 

, 
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5 . ,~e have heard .:>hri '"'· K. Dave for the applicant 

and !:ihri AC. Ivlisra for the responaents and considered 

t he pleadings on record of this case. 

6 . The l earned counsel f orthe applicant contended 

that s ince record of s elect ion which v1as ordered to 

be produced on 21 . 8 . 97, the claim of the appl icants 

s.houl d be a ccepted and they shoul a be granted the 

relief . .Je hav e earlier seen that the relief is for 

inte rpol ati on of their nan es in the panel. The grant 

of relief on the basis of awerse inference i s not 

call ed f or owing to applicants ' adm i s sion in para 4.17 

of the O. A. that none of the applicants \•1as empanelled. 

The appl icants have mentioned t hat empanel:nent \vas a 

mere fonnal ity based on the seniority in the t~ot ification 
. 

.:iat ed 28 .10. 86 . TI1e Counter heply of the HeSpondents 

d rat1s att ention to parag r aph 3 of t he Notif ication , 
\·1h ich sho\vs that the list v1as prov is ion al and v1as 

prepared on the basis of inform at ion received and 

t hat it \vas not the approved seniority list. The 
J- J.\Q.k-tA. 
ser! 2 na:R§ v1as, the r efore, provisional subject to furthe2" -

checking, screening a nd verificat ion. Besides, the 

contention of the respmnuents i s that s creening consisted 

of medical test, term of appointment, kno\·.U.ecge of \·Jork, 

their enrolment on the live register for casual labour c:ind 

t h us, involved a process of selection. 

7. It appears f ro11 Annexu re n-3 to the O. A. th at 

only 68 persons \\/ere snpanelled, al though 386 were called 

as per Annexure No. J\-l to the o. A. The last anpanelled 

candiuate \·.ias at $J.. No.362 in t he list. Out of 12 

applicants, the nanes of only a appear 

.;)l. No. 93 to 98, 187 to 195. 
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5. OA 1433/92 

• 
• 

324 to 365 and 381 to 384), \vhich is annexed as 

Annexure No. J\..l to the O. A. Out of these, the nane 
J 

of Han Ratan .jhanna , nShok K\jllar and Bhuvanendra Kunar 

cannot be verified, because either their own or th eir 
' 

fat hers' names as shov1n in the OA and in Annexure 

No .A-1 to the OA are at v ariance. The nane of .':>ri 
pl ac e 

.:>ukhb ir Singh i s in the l astlin the list '""'"l. The 

n ames of .;-;ri l{an J as, ~ri Hari Sing h, ~ri Ka.11 raj .:iingh 

a nd Sri Giriraj .')ing h ao not appear to be mentioned in 

A.nne xure No . n-1, but appear in Annexure .c)~I , in v1hich 

t he ir \vorking days are much b elovJ 410. 

a. ,Je also find from t he panel t hat the nanes 

are not in ·serial order as pe r hnnexure A-1 to the OA 

and, t her efo re , scrutiny appears to involve sane system 

of verif ication by v.ihicb the order in ~"hich they appeared 

in Annexure No .A--1 changed in Annexure No .A-3 to the OA. 

9. It is true that the r espond ents had mentioned 

in Annexure No . A-3 t o the OA that the rank of more 

empanelled in Mnexure A-3 was likely to change on 

release of the second list of anpanelment. But, it 

is not the case of the applicants that any such second 

1 ist vJaS released. 

10. Under the circumst ances, we hold that the 

applicants have failed to establish t heir cla:im for 

relief and, therefore, the o. A. is dismissed as 

'lacking in merits. No order asto costs • 

Nath/ 

( ~. DAYAL ) 

lvl 003 ER (A) 
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