
10038617100118290.txt
          
      CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL
        JODHPUR BENCH
…

OA No.290/00386/2017
with 
MA No.290/00286/2017
& 
MA No.290/00287/2017

This, the 10th day of January, 2018. 
       
      
…

      CORAM: 
 
      HON’BLE Mr. R. RAMANUJAM, MEMBER (A)

      HON’BLE Mr. SURESH KUMAR MONGA,MEMBER (J)
…

Maldan S/o Shri Bakidan, aged 37 years, R/o village Genliyawas, 
Post Jalsu, Tehsil Degana, District Nagaur (Raj.).
      …APPLICANT
      
BY ADVOCATE : Mr. Jog Singh Bhati 

     VERSUS

1. Union of India through the Chairman, Railway Recruitment 
Board, Ministry of Railways, Government of India, New Delhi. 
2. The Chairman, Railway Recruitment Board, Ministry of 
Railways, North Western Railways, Ajmer (Raj.)
RESPONDENTS

BY ADVOCATE: Mr. Girish Shankhala

ORDER (ORAL)
…
PER HON’BLE MR.  R. RAMANUJAM, MEMBER (A):-
 Heard. The facts of the case as submitted by the 
applicant are that the applicant is an ex-serviceman having 
been discharged from the rank of Hawaldar Intelligence on 
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28.02.2017.  The respondents had issued Annexure-A/2 notification 
inviting application for the post of  Commercial Apprentice (CA)
etc. which was published on 26.12.2015. The date and time of 
closing of the applications was 25.01.2016 upto 23.59 hours.  It is 
submitted that the applicant was serving as on that date and 
had not become an ex-servicemen.  However, according to 
General Instructions 1.15, serving defence personnel likely to be 
released within one year of the closing date i.e. 25.01.2017 could 
also apply both for vacancies earmarked for ex-servicemen 
and posts not reserved for ex-servicemen. The applicant 
accordingly applied for the posts in both categories. 

 2. Learned counsel or the applicant would draw 
attention to Annexure-A/13 certificate issued by the Officer 
Commanding dated 16.02.2015 wherein it is clearly stated that 
the applicant was due for ‘release retirement’ on completion of
specific period of assignment on 31st March 2016 (15 years) on 
account of physical disability attributable to Military Service
and on his own request.  The applicant was thus fully covered 
by the provisions of General Instructions 1.15 referred to above.
However, his candidature has been rejected on the ground 
that he was actually released only on 28th February, 2017 
which is beyond the period of one year allowed in the said 
notification. Learned counsel would argue that the actual 
date of discharge could not be a ground for rejection of his 
candidature as the respondents had not completed the 
recruitment process within a reasonable time. If the 
respondents would have completed the process within say one 
year or so from the date of issue of notification, the applicant
would have pressed for his release from the Army within time 
and would have been available to join on the post for which 
he was selected.  However, the respondents took their own time
and completed the recruitment process only on October, 2017.  
It is unfair on the part of the respondents to expect that the 
applicant would take retirement before January, 2017 and 
remain unemployed till the recruitment process was completed
especially when there was no guarantee that the applicant 
would necessarily emerge successful and be appointed to one 
of the posts on merit. He could not be expected to forgo what 
was in hand in favour of something that was uncertain.  Since 
the delay is on the part of the respondents in concluding the 
process is not attributable to the applicant, the authorities 
are liable to accept the applicant’s candidature, it is 
contended. 

 3. Learned counsel for the respondents would, however,
draw our attention to Annexure-R/2 application form filled 
by the applicant wherein at serial No.20, the applicant had 
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answered the question “Are you an ex-servicemen” in the 
affirmative.  He had further indicated his date of discharge as 
31.12.2016 when there was no basis on which he could have 
indicated the said date. The applicant had thus submitted a 
false information in the application form and his candidature
was, therefore, liable to be rejected on this ground. He would 
further submit that the OA was premature inasmuch as there is
no formal order rejecting the candidature of the applicant. 
No evidence has been produced to the effect that the applicant
was successful in the competition and is, therefore, genuinely 
aggrieved. The issue raised by him could well be hypothetical if
his name does not find place in the merit list, it is argued.  

 4. We have carefully considered the submissions.  It is 
not in dispute that the advertisement calling for applications 
issued on 26.12.2015 with closing date is 25.01.2016 provided for 
serving defence personnel expected to be discharged within a 
period of one year from the date of closing i.e. 25.01.2017 being 
eligible to compete for selection.  Nor is it disputed that the 
applicant was due for discharge on 31st March, 2016 well within
the time limit allowed in the advertisement.  However, it 
appears that the competent authority had allowed the 
applicant to continue as Hawaldar for some more time for 
administrative reasons beyond the due date of release. Needless
to say that if the respondents would have concluded the 
recruitment process within a reasonable time and the 
applicant was selected for one of the posts applied for, he 
would have been required to press for his release from the 
Military service so as to join the post.  However, since the 
recruitment process was not concluded by 25.01.2017 and the 
applicant’s success in the competition could not presumed, the 
applicant could not be faulted for agreeing to continue in 
the Army in the meantime.  

 5. As for the information given in the Annexure-R/2 
application form indicating the date of release as 31.12.2016, we 
are unable to see any motive for the applicant to misrepresent 
the facts. Clearly, the application form was filled in when the 
applicant was still in military service and, therefore, any 
future date could only an anticipated date of release and not
the actual date.  It is possible that the applicant was given to 
understand that he might be continued for some time beyond 
his due date of release for administrative reasons and, 
therefore, he might have indicated a tentative date in 
December, 2016. Eventually, he came to be released only in 
February, 2017.  The recruitment process had not been 
concluded in the meantime and, therefore, the non-release of 
the applicant before the cut-off date of 21.05.2017 could not be 

Page 3



10038617100118290.txt
held as a disqualification.  

 6. There is no rule that a person should have been an 
ex-serviceman for a certain minimum period before being 
eligible to apply for the said post. On the other hand, serving 
defence personnel were also eligible to apply, if they could be 
released within one year.  The rationale of such time limit 
could only be that the Recruitment Board would only 
recommend the names of persons available for appointment 
and not those who could not be released when the selection is 
made. In other words, the authorities would not wait 
indefinitely for a person to be released and it was expected 
that the selected person would be able to accept the 
appointment within the time limit prescribed.  

 7. Since it is submitted that  the recruitment process 
concluded only on 24.11.2017 by which date the applicant had 
attained the status of ex-serviceman and had become available
for selection and on the date of submission of the application 
for the posts, the applicant had not submitted any false 
information, we are of the view that the candidature of the 
applicant must be considered by the respondents on merits. We 
accordingly direct the respondents to examine the merit 
position of the applicant and if the applicant is found 
qualified for any of the posts in terms of merit, he shall be 
recommended for appointment.  

 8. OA is thus disposed of in the above terms. No costs. 
 9. At this stage, learned counsel for the respondents 

submits that the first respondent is not a necessary party and,
therefore, MA No.287/2017 filed for deletion of his name may be 
allowed. Accordingly, it is prayed that the proposed cause 
title of the OA may be taken on record. 

 10. It is seen that the Member Secretary, Railway 
Recruitment Board, Ajmer had filed the reply on behalf of 
both respondents No.1 & 2 and no such plea of mis-joinder of 
parties has been raised therein. In any case, counsel for the 
respondents submits that the second respondent is competent 
to implement the direction of the Tribunal.  Accordingly, we 
are of the view that it is unnecessary to amend the cause title 
now.  MA No.287/2017 is disposed of with this observation. 

 11. MA No.286/2017 for vacation of IR also stands disposed 
of in the light of this Order.        

(SURESH KUMAR MONGA)                              (R. RAMANUJAM)
           MEMBER (J)                                              MEMBER (A)

Rss                                                                                                                
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