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CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL 
KOLKATA BENCH, KOLKATA

Date of order: 4.7.2019No. O.A. 350/01808/2017 
M.A. 350/01015/2017

HonTDle Ms. Bidisha Banerjee, Judicial Member 
HonTDle Dr. Nandita Chatterjee, Administrative Member

Present

Shri Niranjan Kumar Ranjan, 
Son of Krishan Deo Poddar,
Aged about 29 years,
Unemployed youtfr;
Residing #at C/o^ Cba^d^adeo Poddar,

of Bihar
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ORDER (Oral)

Per Dr, Nandtta Chatterlee. Administrative Member:

The applicant has approached the Tribunal under Section 19 of the

Administrative Tribunal praying for the following relief:-

An order directing the respondents to cancel, rescind, withdraw, quash 
and set aside the purported Order No. SER/P-HQ/RECTT(RRC)/O.A. No. 
350/843 of 2015 dated 15.9.2015 is bad in law and cannot be sustained.

“(i)

Acts on omissions on the part of the respondents in not allowed medical 
test after completed document ^-verification for employment by offering 
appointment are totally;art»itraiw in theueye of law^,v
(iii) An order direcdn®ie^fe|^d^Sfen Jth^^jefiiqn of%he candidature of the 

applicant, which is|megmar, arbitrary, discnmi^jk^v motivatedly, authorities 
not only^goes iq^fipw ill will, malice and malafide and^therefore is bad in law 
and cannot betsustained. —

(iy)/ An^der direc^^Eie.ftesgpnJin^a^call the de&of&regarding 
rejfectibn^of the cand^amretof tie fppiieant an|i%ther dir^£^ them to give

(ii)

2.

documents ori^re.Gord^

beaming NOv,. 350/01015.^2’6l7 Rising ou4r' of O.A.
V " A-

350/01808

condonation of delay... The applicant admits^th^t the^ffas been a delay of 

more than two years. By waysbfrexplanatiol¥fihe applicant submits that,

3.
\

applican^f'praying for
s*

as the respondents maintained a stoic silence to his representation and 

reminders thereof, he had to approach the Tribunal earlier in first stage 

litigation and, although the respondents issued a speaking order on 

15.9.2015, in compliance thereof, the applicant, who belongs to a poor 

family was constrained because of paucity of financial resources to 

challenge the order on time, and, accordingly, prays for condonation in 

this regard.
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The respondents have disputed the applicnt’s prayer for

condonation of delay on the grounds that the speaking order had

categorically rejected his prayer on cogent grounds, that the applicant

has prayed for condonation of delay after more than two years and that

also without bringing any new facts and, as such prayer for condonation

of delay needs to be rejected.

We note that the applicant had earlier approached the Tribunal in

first stage litigation being-frustrated by theirfag that the respondents 

refused to respond1'to his $|iat]^though a speaking
-a\order was p.assecl^'n^5.9.2015 in compliance with^fhe Tribunal’s order

%dated 7.J.201^^is financi^j^^SS^s^^in the waj^oft-ap^roaching 

the TlSbuna^immedij^^^die^tftlrjl^OT^^^^i conducting ^regular 

cons|iltatlGps with his^Ld. GouhlelMVecordingly^c^ the appUcant|is anX.

aspifant^for employment^ffdm!^p^^«^Lily ^ we ‘‘condone the^delayi and
f tfc- "i 1

proceed'^opconsider t^sameon^^Ei ' ~

t M?A.Js disposed^^cojdii^ly|

'■The submissi6ns^o4^^Spplican|t,ia§lmadedlimugh his Ld. Counsel

W -

Jg

4.

is that.lthe applicanCai^BC candidate, haSCresponded h Employment 

SEI%Rf^/20d0 fdr^ecmitmerfm:-th^(jr.^T)’ pdft at PB-1

v n, y jf
with Grade Pay RsSJ800/^-. ^TheJ applicant had^duly appeared in the 

written exam in ati o ri^an d was the re aftef^cSle d for^ Physical Efficiency

Notice No%

Test (PET). Upon completion of PET, he*was thereafter called to attend on

5.2.2013 for verification of documents. Despite having passed through

each stage to qualify for the said recruitment, however, the applicant was

not called for the medical examination.

The applicant, having made representations and issued reminders 

thereon, and, not having received any response, approached the Tribunal

in O.A. No. 350/00843/2015. The Tribunal disposed of the said O.A.
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with a direction on the respondents to pass a reasoned and speaking

order within a period of 2 months from the date of communication of the

order. The respondent authorities, however, rejected the candidature of

the applicant on the ground that the applicant’s signature in the

application form is in capital letters and, being aggrieved with such 

unreasonable rejection, the applicant has approached the Tribunal in 

second stage litigation.

The primary grounds'-advanced by the applicant in support of his

■'Wistra/'X
5.

claim are that:

(a)

recruitment process'

fesi-ibn howefffewaSVraised 

stag^Jf nodical
yerificatibn of ocigihi

fon ithe anomaiyain hil^^phgs|io^ 

I examination. WT
I M;

Si
8

se^t
3tI (b^lJ-That, th^es^Mem-sirejleetidn *ofehisfendidature-& not

I 7+ » iSl IlaMalid or c^dr ^lifid| andkt^MEhe assertion^hal 

Signature inf^Kis^applieatibnJform^mcanitlF^letters is liable to 

rej^ctiorfis^ffibr^nafide, nor justifi^^rfto^^bit^. 

(c)^^hl^oi& sigt^ure, has

not be^^quesMpried, IhiS-G^not-M^^ny h^tther^<^nfusion as to 

whether suclv?signature;*ha's~beenjE^cordecLiin capital letters or in

on

the

running letters.

The respondents have disputed the claims of the applicant with6.

reference to their recruitment notification dated 15.12.2010 (Annexure A-

1 to their reply). In para 7.5 of the said notification, the following has

been stated:

Admission of the candidate at all stages of recruitment will be purely“7.5.
provisional subject to satisfying the prescribed conditions.”
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And in Para 9.8 of the said" notification, the following has been

noted:

INVALID APPLICATIONS:“9.

XXXXXXX

“9.8. Applications without signature or with signatures in capital letters or 
with different signatures at different places or smudged signature.

XXXXXX”

According to the respondents, they had conformed to the terms and 

conditions of their notification when they. had held that the applicant’s

atiire in capital letters 

^etf wifi^the contents 

, that,

application is invalid as hTe had leSorde^hisjsi
*

:'bthat, the applicanfwas^expected to familiarize■"jj

of the entire notification before^^mfttm^hia.,application formftand,

^ Jr\ \ { I /Ik ^ \
Para 9/8 walmever u^erchalienle'atikiw^&tag^^ ^ \

7. JWe.|^rused tiK^ppBSagS^^lJ^UtgtiQrirforMannexed^^rA I'lo the 

reply as^ell as t^tfae^QrAj^^^e^note^t-hat-rr^ the ap^cant| had

recarded^us signature m^pi^aiJteS^hiaapplicatibn shouldJiave jbeen
Wjr- Jp- jg # i I, % ^ 'fi j

treated#ad%void ab in^k> amdAe/slfbuidpio^ldiaye been issuM-s! ^ I | .1 \JF ^ „
letter^to appear at^t-he^\^ften|exajnin'atibhTor^orya-PPear in follow up

E 1!

I;• iany call
4
I

stagesfef PET or^docurhent verification. Surprisirigly\ the respondents\ \//^. S^' ..v\\ / /
have pro^eededv to^iSvite tEfe^pplicant th-rcSi^i alljtftes^' stages despite

V

the fact thak hisV^pplieaMoSfj^asr' void ^ab initicT andr there is notv ’^y

^ [ l^. ~ ‘

explanation on behalf of^the^r.espondents as tp^how an applicant 

submitting an invalid applicafioh^was^alldwed to proceed upto the stage
::

of document verification and purportedly declared successful at each

stage. The respondents would take shelter in Para 7.5 of their

notification which states that admission of the candidate at all stages of

recruitment will be purely provisional subject to satisfying the prescribed!!

•j conditions and since Para 9.8, which calls for the correctness of

signature is indeed a prescribed condition, the applicant’s case has been

aborted at the stage of medical examination.
& .
bI

I
i-
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The conventional function of a signature is to permanently affix to a

which is an evidence to that individual’s personal witness and

certification to the content of the documents.

It has to be, therefore, in a form which stands testimony to the

calligraphic evidence of an individual’s unique identification. It is

perhaps as a measure of abundant caution and to ensure unique

identification, that the respondent authorities-may have insisted that all 

applicants sign f ^

exclusive?' dom’ain,

j^dan sign in capital letters.As being one’s
p *•*i; and any fbrm^^a

ice. C^^eqbentiy|, tlief justifi^^, in^stating

e^sig^bt a lega^^r

signing^i^any 1m atter of

individual
I &

f11^sisnatWs^^At tjae same time, l^^eveff^^^m

iioi&Seri ntehtion.inva

tkchallengedhas no

9.®pf the nofficat-idh jvliicnfnai^femandatedJ'him not-'t
^ Jr # i $ l \"%. ft

***$ i-to1 sign mPara m 7
%>rs and had'^^yH^sj^ng^in^^ital letters wojAld r|hder 

his a|plication inv^lid^-

Accordingly^given^e fact that the nofficationvb^ me respondent 

authorities^ is not under cifallenge.-wthe- agplic^it is'bound by the 
provisions jf

Therefore, we^would hesitate^tountervene in-^tlie contention of the
-er#-

respondents that the applicant’s candidature was rendered invalid for 

violation of the provision 9.8 of the notification. At the same time, we

capr

5S,

%
\

8.

would hold that the respondent authorities, instead of rejecting his 

candidature ab-initio, should not have allowed him to proceed through 

various stages of the recruitment process and this indicates a serious 

lapse on the part of the respondent authorities.

W
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In our considered view, the lapses of the respondent authorities

should not deprive the applicant of his legitimate aspirations, having

qualified in earlier stages of the recruitment process. Hence, we allow the 

applicant liberty to pray for an opportunity for appearing at the medical

examination within three weeks of receipt of a copy of this order and

remand this matter back to the Respondent No.2, namely, the Chairman,

(Rectt.), Railway Recruitment Cell, South Eastern Railway, Kolkata, to

consider as per Rules,, the prayer of: the applicant for medical

examination, if

receipt of such repffejihtation.

■(Sidisha Banerjee)
&^Judicial Methberj?
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