
CENTRAL ~DMINISTR~TIV( TRIBUN~L, ALLAHABAD BENCH,
ALLAHABAD.

1. O.A,No.412/92
Ram Prasad Kus~aha

2. O,A,No.413/92
Aleem ~hamad

3. O.A,No,414/92
'anoa Lal

4. C,A. No. 415/92
Mohd. Shakilullah Khan

5. D.A. No.416/92 _
Harish Kumar Tiwari

5, O,A1No,417/92
Kishora Kumar Sen

-
7, O.A.No,418/92

P, G, PUtatkar

8. O,Af No.419/92
V!nod ~ar.

9. a,A. No.420/92
Kiishna KlmIar Soni
O' '.

!fJtt -,Nt 4!t!?2
Umakant Boplay

11. OtA, No.422/92
Rakeah kumar Rail<lltar

12. C,A. No,42~92
Rakesh Kumar Agarlllal

"

13. C.A. No.426/92
K,M. Srivastv8

14. D.A. "No.427/92
Banshidhar Saini

15. 0.",. ~Jo.556/92
OIDa:' Slarma

~.O.A. No. 567{92
Smt, PlJsnarrs' Sultana

17. 0._. No.S59/92
P,K, Jharkharia

v«,

Union of India & oth9rs~

Hon, Mr. Justice u,e.
Hon Mr A. B Gorthi

ivastva, V.C,
A M

Applicants

•• Respondents~

(By Hen. Mr. Justice U.C.Srivastava,V.C.)

As identical pleas have been raised and the claims of

these persons are simil r thes8 applications are being d s osed of
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by a corrmonjudgment. 9..,:i G.P. Agarwal, learned Counsel for the

respondents, who has been aaked to take the noticos of the88 cases,

has taken the same and wsnted som~time to file reply.' Similar

matters have been decided by this Tribunal and therefore, there

is no ground for this Tribunal to allow time to the resPondents

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

given by various Tribunals.

2. These applicants appeared in the written teat for the post ,of

Office Clerk and other oadres in response to the advertisement

issued by Railway 9:trlrice Commiasion, Bombay. by were declared

successful 1n the written test and than they were called for

interview.' It 18 said that they were declared successful tar

selection for appointment to the post of office clerk and in varioue

other categoriea and their names have been forwarded to concerned

Railway arfices for appointment. But no appointment letter was

received. Whenthe epplicants approached the conoerned higher

authorities, carJ;ain irregularities were detected and they were

told to wait for some time mora. SUbsequently a list was published

on 27-12-1986 and the applicants' names did not find place

in the list and accordingly they Aladea rapre88ntatioi'~ sQainet

the aame. I. they did not get any raply, efter giving legal

notices they approached the Tribunal, like aimilarly effected

'candidates elsewhere, including Bombayand Allahabed. In these

cases the respondents took the plea of jurisdiction which waa

rejected. It was also stated by the respondente that because

there was some faul play by some one the matter was under

.. :-in~"tigation and that is why the names of the applicants

were dropped and they were not given appointment. If there was

some 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 flle a representation again at the aamB to aka

their position clear.

3. " Baoausa thB~ was some foul play by 80meone, .",n if

there we8 eome investigation again at soma-body, the balance

GoUld not have been depri.,ed . of the appointment order, Accordingly

the application 1a allOllJ8d to the 11nlited extant with a direotion

to the reapondents to launch an enquiry into the matter associating

~ the applicants ~the same and in case no toul play on 6...

their part ie found they should not be deprived of the fruit.

of their labour and they should be given appointments. The

enquiry .ha~l.jbe concluded within a period of 3 months from

data of communication of this judgement and thereafter necessary
•

orders regarding the appointment shall be passed. a..t we

make it clear that if the entire examination 1s cancelled, none

of the candidat&.5 who appeared 1n ttw eX81Ilnation ..,ill get benef! t

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

at' the observation. madeas above"~

•
Vice-chairman

Dated 12th May,"1992, Allahabad.
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