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Lf as identical plsas have been raised and the claims of

thaep repaons are similer bhoed applications are teing disgnsad of
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by a comon fudgment, Shri GoP. Agarwal, learned Counsel for the
Fespondents, who has Loen asked to take the notices of theass cases,
has taken the sams and wanted some time to file rsply, :Similgr
matters have been dacided by this Tribunel and therefare, there

ie no ground for this Tribunal to allow time to the respondants

as the applicants are raieing their claims on the basie of Judgment

given by various Tribunals,

2, These applicents appeared in the written teet for the post of

Offioe Clerk and other cadres in response to the advertisement

issusd by Railway Serwice Commission, Bombay, Tey were declared

succassful in the written test and then they were called for
intervisw. It 1e said that they were declared successful for
salection for appointment to the post of office clark and in various
other categories and their names have been forwarded to concerned

Railwsy Offioes for appointment. But ro appointment letter was

received, when the applicants appraached the conoerned higher
autherities, ¢brtain irregularities were de tected aﬁd they were
told to vait for some time more, Subsequently a 1ist was published
on 27~12-1986 and the applicants' nsmes did not find place

in the list and accordingly they made a representatiof. against

the sama, Hs they did not get any reply, after giving legal
notices they acproached the Tribunal, like similarly affected

candidates elsewhere, including Bombay and Allghabad, In theas
cagos the respondents took ths plea of jurisdiction which wasg
rajascted, It was also atated by the respondents that hecause

there was some fowl play by soms one the ratter was under

Anvestigation and that 1s why the nsmes of the applicents

were dropped and they ware not given appoiniment, If there was

some  Poul play In the matter of irclusion of theip names, they
woold  have been given an epportunily or at lsast thay would

have been appraised of the relevant facts which would have
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enabled them to file a repressntation sgainat the same to make

their position clear,

3, - Beceuss there was some foul play by some one, sven if
there wae gomeé investigation against some-body, the balance
@ould not have been deprdved of the appointment orxder, Accordingly
the application ie sllowed to the limited extent with a direction
to the respondents to launch an enquiry into the matter associating

with the applicants ﬁﬁ:ha same and in case no foul play on &

their part is found they should not bs deprived of the fruits
of their labour and thay should be given appointments., The
enquiry shall-be concludad within a peried of 3 months from
dats of communication of this judgement and thereafter necessary
orders regarding the appointment shall be paesed, But we

make it clear that if tt;oe entire examination is cancelled, nons
of the candidates who appeared in the axamination will get benefit

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

of the observations made as abovs,
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