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17. 0 A.  No25_6_9122_. 
P.K. 3harkharia 

Vs. 

Union of India & Others. 

Hun, Mr, Justice U.C. Srivastva, V.C. 

Hon, Mr, A. 0, Gorthi,  

(BY H00, Mr, Justice U,C,Srivastava,V,C,) 

As identical pleas have been raised and ti claims of 

these :ers ins are similar tH-a 	̂
tictlans are being diJ:pccad of 



Shri C.P. *ganged, learned Counsel for 

o has b en asked to take the notLoes of them/roe 

same an• wanted some time to file reply. Simi]. 

been decided by thLe Tribunal and therefore, t 

for this ribunal to allow time to the respondent 

Its are raising their claims on the basis of 3 

is Tribunals. 

plicants appeared in the written teat for the p at of 

ind other cadres in response to the advertieemen 

!way Sere as Commission, Bombay. lhey were deal 

the writ :n test and then they were called for 

is said that they were declared successful for 

appo n nt to the post of office clerk and in v ioue 

it38 and t sir names have been forwarded to con r =d 

a for app intment. But no appointment letter was 

1 the applicants approached the concerned higher 

stain i egularities were detected and they we • 

Jr some t me more. Subsequently a list was publi had 

and the :.plicante' names did not find place 

	

accord 	y they made a representatioR, against 

they di not get any reply, after giving legal 

dproached the Tribunal, like similarly affected 

3where, in luding Bombay and Allahabad. In these 

rodents t ok the plea of jurisdiction which was 

was also tated by the respondents that because 

foul play by some one the matter was under 

and that s why the names of the applicants 

and they are not given appointment. If there was 

g in the utter of inclusion of their names, the 

in given <a opportunity or at least they would 

	

:alsed of 	e relevant facts which would have 

• ••3 
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111 
enabled them to file a representation against the same to make 

their position clear. 

3. 	• Because there was some foul play by some one, even if 

there sea some investigation against some-body, the balance 

could not have been deprived of the appointment order. Accordingly 

the application is allowed to the limited extent with a direction 

to the respondents to launch an enquiry into the matter associating 

with the applicants 1;he same and in case no foul play on 
	

6- 

their part is found they should not be deprived of the fruits 

of their labour and they should be given appointments. The 

enquiry shahrbe concluded within a period of 3 months from 

gets of communication of this judgement and thereafter necessary 

orders regarding the appointment shall be passed. Out we 

make it clear that if the entire examination is cancelled, none 

of the candidate3 who appeared in the examination will get benefit 

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

of the observations made as above: 

Vice-Chairman 

Gated 12th May. 1902, Allahabed. 

(tgk) 


