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CENTRAL AOMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL, ALLAHABAD BENCH,

. ALLAHABAD.

1. D AN0,812/92
Ram Prasad Kushwaha

2, D,A,N0441 §[92
Algam Ahamad

3. B,A,NQ,AMZ 92
Panna Lal

4, 0,3, NO, 415[92
Mmohd, Shakilullah Khan

5. DgAe W0,416/92
Her ish Kumar Tiwari

G, D,a,No,M?ng
Kishore Kumar 38n

Te U,R.HD.MBZQZ
P, G, Mutatkar

Be DOals Ho,419[92
Vinod Kumar,

. Applicants
9. DA, N0,820/92
Keishna Kumar Soni -

0
10\. &ia, - na, 421/92
 Umakant Boplay

< 11e Daf, No,422{92
Rakesh kumar Raikwar

12, DgAs N0,423/92

Rakash Kumar Agaruwal

13, DA, No,426z 92

K.®, Scivastva

144 Ogh, N0y427/92
Banshidhar Saini

15. 0.A, Mo, 566/92

Uma’® Sharma
16, Dy, O, 557[92
Smt, rusharraf S3ltana

17. Dy, N0,569/92
p.K, Jbarkharia

Ve

Bpion of Indla & Othar s. .e Respondent s.

Hon, Mr, Justice U, C,. Srivastva, Yola
Hone Mre A. Ba Gorthi, AdMe . oo

(By Hon, Mr, Justice U.C.SrivastaVa,U.C.)

\_/ as identical pleas havs been raised and the claims of

Lhess cersons spe  similar tirzaa applications are neing dispoand of
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by a gcommon judgmant, Shri GeP. Agarwal, lsarned Counsel for 1:hu

respondents, whi has been asked to take the notices of thses ca 8,
has taken the sams and wanted some time to file réeply., Similar
matters have been decided by this Tribunal end thersfore, tre

is no ground for this Tribunal to allow time to the raspondent|s

es the applicants are ralsing their claims on the basis of Judgment

given by various Tribuy alas,

2, These applicants appeared in the writtsn test for the ppat of
Office Clsrk and other cadres in response to the advertisement
issued by Railway Serwice Comnission, Bombay, Thay wsre declared

successful 4in the writtsn test and then they were called for
intervisew. It i3 said that they were dec)arad succasaful fop

selection for appoin

nt to the post of office clerk and in various
cther categories and their names have bean forwarded to concer:l:d
Rallway Officss for app intmenﬁ. But no appointment letter wuay
received, Wwhen the applicants approsached the consernsd higher
authorities, tbrgain i ragularitiss wers detsctad and they wafpe
told to wait for some time more, Subsaquently a list was publibhed
on 27-12-1986 and the applicants' names did not find place

in the list and accord gly they made a representatioR. against
the same, #s they did not get any roply, after giving legal
notices they approached the Tribunal, like -similarly affacted
candidates slsewhere, including Bombay and lllahabad. In thess
casses ths respondents took ths plea of jurisdiction which was
rejected, It was alsc atated by the respondents that hacause
there was come fowl play by some one the matter was under
Anvestigation and that 1s why the names of the applicants
were dropped and they wara not given appointment, If thers waa
somg  foul play in the matter of inclusion of their names, they

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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enabled them to file a repressntatiocn against the sama to make

their position clear.

3. - Because there was some foul play by some one, sven if
thare wss some investigation againat some-body, the balance
@ould not have been deprévad of the appointmsnt order, Accordingly
the application is allowsd to the limited extent with a direction
to the respondents to lasunch an enquiry into the matter associating
with the applicents ﬁgtbe sam8 and in cass no foul play on 4
their part 4ie found they should not bs deprived of the fruits
of their labour and they ehould be given appointmants, The
enquiry shallibe concluded within a period of 3 months from
dats of communication of this judgement and thersaftar necessary
ordaers rsegarding the appointment shall be pessed, But we

¥ make it clear that if tt;as entire examination is cencelled, none
af the candidates who appéared in the sxamination will get benefit

and, tharefors, the applii:anta also will not get any benefit

of the abservations made as above,
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Datad 12th May, 1982, Allahabad,
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