CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL
CALCUTTA BENCH
0.A. NO. 350/1510/2016 Date of order : 30.11.2017
Coram : Hon'ble Ms. Manjula Das, Judicial Member

Hon’'ble Dr. Nandita Chatterjee, Administrative Member
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1. Union of India, through
General Manager,
Eastern Railway,

17, NS Road,
Kolkata — 700 001.

2. The Chief Personnel Officer,
Eastern Railway,
Fairlie Place,
Kolkata — 700 001.
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3. The Dy. Director / Estt.(N) i,
Railway Board,
Rail Bhawan,
New Delhi - 110001.

4, DYCE/ CON/PLG
Under Chief Administrative Officer,
E. Rly, 4" Floor,
14 No. Strand Road,
Kolkata — 700001.
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3. Mr. Baitagi, |dt Counsel for the appllcants*submlts that the departmental
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for appointment, however,.the ab“p‘l‘ic’a’ntsr‘ﬁwe“fé“'n'ot considered by the respondent
authorities for appointment under the scheme. it was further submitted by the Id.
Counsel for the applicants that the applicants approached the authority several
times but the authority failed to respond. As such, the applicants are suffering
despite processing requisite qualification for being appointed to posts
commensurate with their qualification.
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Per contra, Id. Counsel for the respondents submits that the grounds for
rejection of their cases are that the applicants No. 1, 2 & 3 are over aged and in

casé of applicant No. 4, there are certain anomalies in the application including

that in the signature. As such, as per rules, they are not entitled to get the

appointments.

5. We have perused the records wherefrom it appears that the applicants are
aged 27, 18 & 21 years respectivel-y. Further, the scheme does not say anything

about upper age limit. As, perim ryleus%of Goii/e’?nrﬁ“ﬁé{ntéfserwc‘e, however, minimum
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33 years.

- R k » g d . 1
T B, L% ] N
el - - oh e e < rae

TEN

- ey g

2 et i
applicants.asiwell as of tu P

# s ‘hi‘giﬁ ff

xm&_« % ;‘%‘ r' ] % ) ,‘ ‘ g, I
6. B s fithe f,,pphcatlon we. dls«pose of

i ”‘! . .r.' B .
:"" wmn "sic §

this OA wnth a dlfect|onﬂUpon"tvhe respondents to V’eﬁy;ﬁe cnteﬁa of age in terms

RS :
k

of the rules and the scheme keepmgam mind.the’ contenfs of péra 5 ,@f the scheme

x‘

!n

dated 16.7.2010 and in accordance with law. If, on vernﬁcatuon the applicants are
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found to be eligible, they‘should be consudered fo&;a’ﬁ"somtment under the said |

el
BN uw*’u

scheme.

7 With the above observation the OA is disposed of. No costs.

(DR. NANDITA CHATTERIJEE) (IVIANJULA DAS)
ADMINISTRATIVE MEMBER , JUDICIAL MEMBER
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