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IN THE CENTRAL PDNISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL, 

CUTT K BE NCH ;CUTTACK 

ORIGINAL APPLICATION NO: 235 OF 1993 

Date of decjsjon;Novemer 12, 1993 

Patitapaban Ransingk 
	

Applicant 

Versus 

Union of India & Others 	 Re Sp cnderits 

for instructjns) 

Whether it be referred to the repotters or not? /\ 

Whether it be circulated to aL. the enches of theAf 
Central Administrative Tribunals Or not? 

- 
(H. aAJENRziAâAD) 	 (K.p. xHJyA) 
i13ER (Ai1IsTRATIVE) 	 VICE CHAIRrIAN 
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CNTRA )MINISTRATiV TR.LEUNA 
CUTTAK BENCH ;CUTT4ICK 

ORIGL~A,L, APeLICATIUN NO & 235 OF 1993 
DATE OF CIsIoN; NOVEMBER 12, 1.93 

PAT ITAPBAN RANSiNGH 	 S. S 
	 APilLICANT 

Versus 
UNIO ( INDIA & OTMRS 

For the Ap1icant 

For the Respondents 
Mr.V. Naras ingh, Jdvocate 

Mr.B.Pal & O.i.Ghoh, 
Standing conse1 (Rly.) 

.5. 

LO RAM 

THE. HONG URk MR, K.P.iLHRyA, VIcE - CHAIRMAN 

A N D 
THE HONOURAB 1vIR.H.RAOEDRA RAD,V1vIER (AJNN.) 
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K.P.ACHARYA, I.c. 	 In this application under section 19 of 

the Administrative Tribunals Act, 19$5,the petitioner 

prays for a direction to the Opposite Parties to call 

the applicant to the 'screening' test and direct re-

engagement5 

2 	 Shortly stated the case of the petitioner 

is that he has been working as a Casual labourer for 

a very long time in the Railway Administration 

particularly under the Opposite Party No.3. ctievances 

of the petitioner is that in compliance with the 

direction contained in Original Application No.330 of 

1981the competent authority called 31 casual labourers 

to appear before the screening test and though the 

petitioner is senior to those 31 candidates,case of the 

petitioner was illegally kept out of such selection.. 
Ut 

somuch so he was not called to appearj the screening test. 
-n 



2 

Such illeqality having been connitted by the competent 

authorjty,'chjs application has been filed with the 

aforesaid prayer. 

In their counter,the opposite parties 

maintained that though the petitioner Shri Patitapaban 

Ransingh is senior to those 31 candidates,yet Patitapaban 

Ransingh was not called to the screening test because he 

was not an app].icantThe authority had no duty or 

obligation to call a pern who was not an applicant. 

Therefore,under such circumstances,no illegality ave1'-4 

been counnitted by the concerned authority,Hence the case 

being devoid of merit is liable to be dismissed, 

We have heard Mr.Narasingh learned Counsel 

appearing for the Petitioner and Mr,B.pal learned Sr, 

Standing Counsel for the Railway Administrat ion,Vide 

order dated 7th May,1993,for the reasons recorded 

therejn,learned Single Judge had directed the Opposite 

Parties to allow the petitioner Shri Patitapaban Fensingh 

to appear at the screening test scheduled to be held on 

14th May1993 and 17th May,1993, It was told to us that 

the petitioner Shri Rnsingh had been allowed to appear 

at the selection test and the result has not been 

published because of pendency of this case.as  directed 

in the said interim order.After hearing learned counsel 
would 

for both sides,weLdirect that the reailt be published 

and in case the petitioner hasbe" turned out successful 

in the screening test,further action be taken for his 

'\ regu1arisation,e hope and trust,this judgment would be 
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implemented withil sixty days from today. 

5. 	 Thus,the application is accordingly dispcd 

of.No COs;S. 	j 

Member( Anjistrat jve) 
iA NOV93 

Central Mmn. Tribunal, 
C utt ack Bench .1< .Mohanty 
12th NoVember,1993 
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Vice..Chajrrnan 


