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- 	.-.- 	•. 	.....,...... Applicant. 
Vs. 

IT. 	.ndents. 

n'ble Mr B. V. Rao , Member (J) 

	

r 	' 
 

1:11)atra, Member (A) 

I - . 	.. 	. ....-. -. 	d. Standmg Counsel appeng 

.n notie fbr th T e 	i1fl I 

tie aton issued by the Railways vide notice dated 

)8, 1990 (Annexure-AI1) he had applied and also appeared 

e interview in 1991-92 to be empanelled az 'ubstitute for' 

iiization against day to day causalities in future requirement 	'• 

f any department other than Civil Engineering under the then 

outh Eastern Railway. i-us allegation is that so far he has not 

eceived any response from Respondent No.3 Ld. Counsel for 

ie applicant submits that he will be satisfied if a direction is 

sued to Respondent No.3 to make the applicant know the 

iL , SCcii lIoifl UIC record that nethei tile 

produced any document in support of his stand 

:-- 	 .th. 	• 	. 	. • 	he ha 



applied 	and appeared at the test nor has he flied any 

representation to the Respondent No.3 prior to approaching 

this Tribunal. However, Ld. Counsel for the applicant 

undertakes to make a representation within 15 days. 

4. In the circumstances, liberty is given to the 

p1icant to make representation to Respondent No.3 within 

teen days and on receipt of such representation the 

spondent No.3 is directed to examine/verify whether the 

plicant has applied pursuant to the notification & appeared 

c test held in 1991-92. if so, consider the case of the 

.ant in the light of the order of the Hon'b.le High Court in 

P. (C ) No.8814104 and pass a reasoned order ithin a 

riod of 90 days from the date of receipt of the copy of this 

der. In case, the Respondents found that the claim made by 

thcant is false and he has never appeared at any 

w, then it is for the Respondents to take appropriate 

ion against the applicant as the same would act as a deterrent 

ainst f' volous applications. With the above observations and 

t1ic C" : 	: 	d 	f 	1h 	 f .r1f 

L1U. .JUtL W,Lg 	 t.i i Lk; 

JUDICiAL MEMi 


