- ’ CENTRAL AOMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL, ALLAHABAD BENCH,

ALLAHABAGC,

1. O A,N0,412/92
- Ram Prasad Kushwaha

2, D0,A,No.413/92
Alessem Ahamad

//jgz/’g,a.~ql§14/92
Panna Lal

4, 0,A, No, 415/92
Mohd, Shakilullah Khan

S, DOgAy NO,416/92
Ham.sh Kumar Tiwari

6o DgA.NC,417/92

Kishors Kumar 3en

7. DaA N0,418/92
p, G, Matatkar

8. O,A, NG,419/92

P Vinod Kumar,
;T . Applicants
Ceslee 9. DyA, N0,420/92

Kkishna Kumar Soni

Umakant Eloplay

11s OgA, 30,422Z92
Rakesh kumar Raikuar

12, 0,4, No,423/92

Rakash Kumar Agarwal

13, Oy No.dzﬁt 92

K.M, Srivastva

N 14, 0,A. 'N0,427/92
Banshidhar Saini

15. OQA No 56 92
Uma: Sharma
16. 0,7, No, 561’[92
Smt, Musharraf Sultana

17. O4e M0,569/92
PoKa Jharkharia

Vs,

union of India & Otherse .o Respondants,

Hon, Mr. Justice U,C, Srivastva, Vel,
Hon, Mc, A, B, Gorthi, A.Me

(By Hon, Mr, Justice U.C.Srivastava,V.",)

ll As identical pleas have been raised and the claims of
4
tihaes peraons ace sinilar thess applicaticns ara Leing dispozad of
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by a common judgment, Shri G.P. Agarwal, learned Counsel for tﬁo
respondants, who has been asked to take the notice. of thees caq:a.
has taken the same and wanted soms time to file reply, Simila:i
matters have been decided by this Tribunal and thersfore, théira
is no ground for this Tribunal to allow time to the respondents

as the applicants are raising their claims on the basis of Judfgmant

given by various Tribunals,

2, These applicants appeared in the written test for the pdi’st of
Offioe Clerk and other cadres in response to the advertiaaman#
issuad by Railway Seryice Commission, Bombﬁy. They wers Mclq:isd
successful in the written test and then they were called for
interview. 1% is said that they were declared succeesful tn:'
selection for appointment to the post of office clerk and in v*;iaua
other categories and their names have bsen forwarded to cmcerrﬁhd
Railway Offices for appointment, But no appointment letter waé
received., When the applicants approached the concerned higher
authorities, éhrtain irregularities wars detectsed and they wd:ro
told to wait for some time more, Subsequently a list was puhl:liahod
on 27-12~1986 and the applicants' nemes did not find place

in the list and accordingly they mads a representatioR. against |

the gsame, #Hs they did not gst any reply, after giving lagali
notices they approached ths Tribunal, like aimilai:ly affected i
candidates elsewhere, including Bombay and Allahabad, In thessé
cases the respondents teok the plea of jurisdiction which was
rejectad, It was also atated by the respondente that bacauseé

there was some foul play by some ona the matter was under

‘investigation and that is why the namse of the applicants

were dropped and they were not given appointment, If there wa+

some foul play in the mattsr of dinclusien of their names, th:%y
would have been given an opportunity or at least they would

have been appraised of the relevant facts which would have
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snabled - them to Tile a repressntation against the samc to make

thelr position clear.

3, - Because there was soms foul play by some one, evan if

there was some investigation against some-body, the balance

@ould not have been deprived of the appointment order, Accordingly
the spplication is allowed to the limited eoxtent with a direction
to the respondents to launch an enquiry inté the matter associating
with the applicants mhe same and in case no foul play on 4
thair i:mrt is found they should not be deprived of the fruits
of their labour and they should be given appointments, The

enquiry sha)l-be concludad within a pericd of 3 months from

dats of communication of this Judgemant and thereafter necessary
orders regarding the appointment shall be passed, But we

make it clear that if tt-aa sntire examination is cancelled, none

of the candidates who appeared in the examination will get benefit

and, therefors, the applicants also will not get any benefit

of the ochservations made as above, w/
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S
Vice-Chairman

Dated 12th May, 1982, Allehabad,
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