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CENTRAL A01·1IN ISTRAT IVE TRHlJNAL. 

.ALLAHABAD BENCH 

Original .Application No .1699 of 1992 

Oinesh Chand Pandey 

Versus 

Union of Lndia & others 

Original Application No.1700 of 1992 

Ashol< Kumar Singh 

Verrus 

Union of Indin & others 

Hal' BLE f~R. M.rlHARAJ DIN,MEMBER (J ) 
HU\J ' BLE f1I SS U 9-1~ SENt f'1Efo1BE R ( A) 

(Han. ~1iss Usha Sen- A M) 

•••• Applicant 

•••• Respondents 

•••• Apr l icant 

•••• Respondents 

The applicants of these two O.As. have sough t the r elief 

of giving them appointment in the post of jhroff(P.s . 260-400 Old s ca l e ) 

or cr~y other post as a c onsequent a f the sel ection t est made by the 

Railway Recruitment Boa rd in terms of t heir Employment n otice No . 

1/82- 8.3 for which the appl i c cilts were also candidates. 

2- The written examination for the aforementioned r ecruitmen t 

wee held on 26-12-1982. The int erview was hel d on 22-3-1983. Out 

of the 109 candidates interviewed 32 were sel ected in accordance with 

merit. The appl i cant s did not f igure in the list of selected candidates • 
).. 

h~'rv ... .:c.JI 
The p nnel of the 32 selec ted c andidates wa~ ~ on the bosis of the 

actual n o . of vacancies. La t er there was an urg ent requirement t o 

fill up 9 po sts of Jn. Clerks in the same grade as that of shroff 

and a r equest was made by the office or the F A & C A 0, Gorakhpur/ 

vide it s l et tar dated 21 -3-1 985 (Annexuro 1A -2) t o the Chair ma1 , Railway 
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"'"~t:t. 
Setvice Commission to recommenc::t names , from tR&ir merit list prepared fol!' 

~ 

the above mentioned r ecruitment to the poet of Shroff. The Railway 

J 
Service Commission recommended 9 names from this merit list in acr::Jzda•ce 

;. ~ the order of merit. The applicants did not figu re in this list of 

9 candidates also. The contention of the applicants is that they were 

orally informed by the r espondents th a t they were at Sl.N o .3 and 5 

r espectively o f the waiting list and hence their names ought to have been 

inclined in the r e c ommendation for these 9 po s ts. The respondents have 
_fo 

oL:.. """"~to~ cA.r~(..(__. 
deeised that any such ~idsnge was given to them and have c ategorically 

state~ that they d i d no t foll wi thin the orde r of merit for recomnendation 

for these 9 po s ts. The applicants have n ot produced anyevidence in 

~ ~ > 
support of this c ontention of L:lle;ia exc ept that the y were verbally infer-

med by the r espondent no .1 rhat they we re at Sl.Nos .3 and 5 respectively 

of the wai ting list . 

3- The entire merit l i s t of c andida t es who appear f o r a sel ection 

> ~ ~ac: rut-
test is not publi shed n ormally f'er.( any r ecruitment. Since there is no 

evidence on r ecord t o prove that the applicant s h ad been i llegally by-

passed and persons lowe r in t he merit list were recom~ended we are 

~~ 
unable to oene~ae the c on tention of the applicants merely on their 

statement that they had been verbally in formed of their positions in 

the merit list as s tat ed above . The r espondents have al so stated that 

the life of the panel has already expired. They have added tha t the 

records for the pe r iod have al so been weeded out as bein g t ime expir ed . 

They have also r aised a preliminary objection tha t 

.)' -~ 

was held in 1982-83 and the \t~a lles..l been f i l ed on 

as the r ecruitment 
' 

27-11-1992 they are 
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barred by limitation. Even if we grant that the cause of action was 

alive till B"'Y appointment out of the waiting list ibid was made the 
• • 

.. 

o.~s would prima-facie appear to be barred by limitation in the face 

of the record. The applicants have stat ed that they had been making 

r epresentation as and when tho respondents made appointment from the 

waiting lint but n o r epl y was r eceived by them. 

4- In view of the facts of the case while the o. ,As arc barred by 

~ 
l imitation and stand to be r ejected on that ground we are alee unable 

t o grant the r elief sought even on ex~cinaticn of the case on merits • 

The O.rAs are dismissed accordingly . No order as to costs. 

DATED: .Allahabad ApriL·f"1'1 994. 

(IS P S) 
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