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, , -x. V'lv riS'par
j,. _ ;-i i-'iW r-orpj!ji..' '

,, that the entire t'-- ,,.er view

«a than' because eai 0.- ^ ..p., and
O Q? WhXO!! Vrfot

ftsee on •"■"- ■ hoidinB ^ ®e
,  natters were issiieu : ci

But, It nPPeors that
,. O m pa -at i I r-atrre,

interview ...u. . ^
-,...n,.ndant.s had appa. mu-'s, ..a-.

.-h/-. a::.v.; u^vr/ ^r-iVj v. ! ! ''" •'• -* . ... -'••-f:i r r.-,r L)) s
.  .. e. r a-. .:, ir,vwP9cr.inu ^ ■

. . f respondent no, pt
■  • ■■■ , „... .:- 4- i 11 goi iP g eu r

ad-hoc basis while the Interviews we e.., bene«t t«str«nBlventoresPonc.en., nc, ..^e^..
.. , .nr an WOC department ea, .>.— •.been worhina as U

,.=. allesed that respor.oenr ^
,  end h and pre-arranged everything -,o »,--

euestlon en regular
hunselt absorbed in we b-e
bsvls and that is why he had taKen , -e. -'  , .,, T,,ip in the au-noM.

■>.. f,,"- •■■■ "^^ .nnr'- Op !•'■■;?'-■ '•■ ■■-■' j - .•
froiH a perpthinent. -• c .e.,upia

•  e - , T/s (-t nor ri WO? 9 ,;.. ..t■ ;>■-. ■ "
- ■ cayyiin 1 ! ! t P ?' V 1 W'*' -<00len-x . Thereai uim , -y,. n ^ ^

candidates were Interred vide letter oaw,,
., , .,. ,p ,,n ;Q,.97 aad

.1 .. . ,.- :-■■'■ ! ! he Mwj 9 •■ ■■!> .- ■ •
.e;-. l td q? that intosr V..!. wvi.a

,v, ihe ncros of service
then 11, viola,...on o. - ^ ,,,.

...n i-.i-crir:,] the funds,ten tal i .iai, ,.-,-Jurisprudence an. -a ^
rhs candidates, resPondent no, 1 issue,, a ^
, ,,.,1 appalntlng respondent no.3 as inspootu,
,y«Per with ln.-dlate etteot, APbUcant has statev

.uu. n->-t of respondents wo.;c s,(,w, ... ..w
that malafide on tuts , 0- -

,  ,. a . -. r-nri t. r,nir SO!! tO Wi ! i-h'!!
.  thrM. hnh already seiOwi.o?o -apparesrt a> ^i.e; n-, ,.. _

- ..-m-viro- onh oonducting of the lr!te^ vi9.rhiiiv wanted tt; wppo.... , •■■
.fi. is also pleaded that

was merely a iaioe, - •■ ^
_  I-hot reQUP-srtd?

,-,ri s did not posse» .n-.
!" espunuen o ^,

j,. ,-..f -} rr"; r;eG t .n' -J

qualifioatlor, stipuloueu
cfMcer and he was In no way sul table tor the sa.c

Applicant has Pleaded that apprant.rent o.



i-

.  ..t the result of the iinterview
r e s po r! d o it t h o- ^ - - .. , .. ■, ..i

hald r,n 29, !C..97 and raspondents no. !».-
',ne rasnlt of the Intetview without any rny»,e and
reaoon. Thus the entire procedure adopted tv

aPdents was a she. and aPPolnteent of respondent
OOP a fraud uPon the aPPUoant and otht,

candidates, APPUoant has. therefore. prayed fer
anashlnd of the aPPOlntoent letter of respondent no.a
and to appoint hlP en the Post of Inspeotlnp ofnoer
instoud thoi Oil i r

Respondents have oont,usted the petition.
They h,ave suhrnltted in their rePly that respopde.t
no,3 was initially appointed purely on ad-hoc basis.
They have admitted that interview letters earlinr
nsseed, had to be cancelled b.rt that was done as it
vas found out in consultation with the Staff selection
Board n,r: shor t SSfl 1 tha t the post i n duestion was
oeant tor OSC cateaory candidate as per the roster ,
They have further pleaded that respondent no,3 was
appointed on the recomaenriatiohs of SSB, S3S had
seleotod ) espondent no, 3 as r 'o be
ostego,-y. It is denied by thee that i espondent no,3
noes not possess the reor iislte prrali f i ost,ion and
oxperianoo tor the post of inspectiho officer ,

4, Respondent no.S has also contested the
petition. Me has stated that this OA has been filed
wi tlr tire sole obieotrve to, ..a. ,;, -.-,, ,, ,r,,

submitted that though the aopiioant was interviewed hy
the selection C,ommitte,e on 39, 10.97 for one post of
cue hnf oas not selected and on tt.e otSrer hand, the
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X.

r..,oormr<ended him for t.he oai
^  solo.ction

.  -,.,v- n^r and subsoqaoritl vpost moant So, ^
,  = ,-.,-f .:::aT Action OOnimlttOH; i ■. -■ ! ■ ■ ■-■ ■ -rocommonoa ■•■•' ' ---- ^ ^

rrf wnpointment OP S.l i .ot.
Pad i oooed him '-o ^

„ddPon.eht ho.S hos shhm:1,tled In hm reolv thot mn
a„„„,ntmenh is oulto valid and applicant has no Icds^.

to ohallenso »« «me partioularlv in view^^or
ana fact and circumstances that he hoi
participated in the same interview wherein he was not
recommended hv the selecticn committee tor the post
,P Puesticm He has further ptat-ed that he is H.A^
to Poiitical scienoe^ tt^B (specialised In lah»
tawc! and Post riraduate Diploma Holder in Industria.
CO,acres and Personnel management and Pelcngs to OPC
octeaory. Thus he fulfils all the gnal i fi cations and
the applicant cannot challenge his appointment..

alco submitted that he had worhed as Reader
IndiiStrial Tr ibuhal/Labour Court fr.am Jb.S.ao to
29,2.96, SO he had sufficient experience of observing
Of oases between labour and rnanageiHGnt.
S,

na, ties and gone through the records.
r. The only objecticn of the applicant is that
the manner in which interviews were i.eld and
appoihtmeut was made. gives an imrvession t.hat
recpcndents nc, 1«2 were pre-determined he appoint
responuet.t no,3 on the post o! Ihspecting Officer, He
has aileged certain malafides also aga,.,nsi. , e.:.pcn,...,...
1  and 2 but we find that he has not speoltioallv
alleged malafide or. the part of SSB before whom all
tlna candidates were Interviewed ar.o w.iic.,
.-ecommended the name of respondent no, 3 as a candidate

He

in

hi

have heard learned coi-UiSel for uio



. 5.

to be aDPointeri aaairist the OBC vacancy •Merely because respondent no. 3 h.d ear lie.

leen Plven ad boo aPPorntoent. tbat ^
respcnhents bad already made ap their unniu
hiy. against, a regular vacancy ar.d interviews ne,bv

and ?3,in.9? were both sham and ! . ,:3Uuoi.cc-n,
AS far as challenge to the gna 1 rticatlons ot

nr. - concerned, he possesses Degree dr iri-tinoi ■ vMrU; ■■■ -

K.i, i„ Political sclenco. L1-.,B at »«"

eraduato Oiplooa in r„dustrl,al Rolttions
Th- - oCicw-i that respondent nord fud.-p-Mai!agetienv.r 10.1.01

,„ .. (p T,-,.rnpictT nq officer as
qualified to bold the poor ot

_  -, , V'. -i .:■ nnftdi n t.iiiei ! L ! ;r- ■; ■ i ic ■.. •■ >■'
per Recruitment Rules,, cir , ,a
Iballenged for lack of qua! If ic.ations and moreover, be
also bolonqo to OBC oateflory, The appltoant has amo
,.„,r been able to provo if bo basi.»found better .n

interview than the applicant,
I, Pbo resuua CO are of tbo opinion thai

appucaot l.as failed to eotatvi .on any partion,.,,
,b.,lafido on tbo part of SSB wbioh has r,P0«,fended tbo
,.a„,eof respondent no, 3 for appointment to rbe Poet of
Inspecting Officer. No good ground has been rrc-tc ,-c,k.
by the applicant to interfere in tbls O.A, It is,
thsrefoi-e. dismissed, No costs,

It iSi

(  Singh .)
Mess?ber (A)

(  Kuluip Sirsd^ >
Meaiber W>
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