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CEJ^ITRaL ACTIINISTRATI'JE tribunal P Ba^JCH
V) n . q.No .t8.5CS/97/  yj>

Neu Delhi: this the day o f na rch, 1999.
HDN'31 E n R. 5. R.-AOIGE, \/I CE CHaIRAaNCa).

mN'3L E NRSo- LAKS'rTlI SUAAHN A W AT^ , nEnBER(3).

Shri \/« D. Sharma,

s/o Shri Hari Shanker Sham a,
£^0 B.P.Bharduaj,
25, rial R3ad, Station CaPteai, ^
Delhi CaPtt.OlO. , .., Appl i cant.

(By AduDcate: Shri T. 0. Yadav).
y/arsus

Union of India throughh

1. Secretary,
ninistry of Information & Broadcasting,
Shastri Bhauan,
N eu Del hi ,

2. The Director,
Directorate of Field Publicity,
Fa st 81 o ck I V, Level III,
R, K.Puram,
Neu Delhi -0 66

3. The 3oint Director,
Directorate of Field Publicity,
Regional Office,
ItnagarCA.r. Pradesh ) ,.. Respon ddit s.

(By Advjocate: Shri K. C. O.Ganguani )

0 RDER

HOM 'BLE R, S. R. ADIGE. \/I CE CH Al RPI AN ( a) .

.applicant impugns raspondGfits' office order

dated 17,7,97 ( .opnex ure-a) •

2» .Applicant received an offer of appointment dated

14,5,97 (flpnexure-B ) on the temporary post of FP a

uhi ch uas subject inter alia to production of a

35 mm Cinema Operator's licence, along uith other

certificates#^

3.' APpl-iaant submitted a copy of a permit for

operating Cinema Equipment said to ha ye Oeen " U ^
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issued on 26.A.97 in Ksshipur, ^ttsstted

in Itanagar, Assam on the same, date- Respondents
had doubts about the authenticity of this permit
as to hou a permit issued in Kashipur on 26.^4.9?
could be received and attested at Itanagar on the
same date. By order dated 26.5. 97 (Annexure-A) the
appointment offer ubs kept in aoeyance till further
orders and u as thereafter uithdraun by impugned

order dated 17.7.'97, Heanuhile applicant uas

pressing fo r th e appo in tra ent o rde rs (,Annexure-D and

E). Thereafter upon obtaining legal advice that

an opportunity should be given to applicant to

establish the authenticity of the peunit furnished

by him,, respondents issued office order dated

20.11.97, cpplicant houever took the stand vide

his letter dated 8.'12.^97 ( Ann ex ure-RA-1 ) that the

matter uas subjudice in CAT, Neu Delhi and any

reply uould be contravention of AT Act. He stated

further that respondents themselves could verify

the authenticity of the permit in question from

the Cinematographic Licensing Authority. Thereupon,

as no satisfactory response hap been received by

respondd^ts asking applicant to establish the

authenticity of the permit produced by him uhil e

applying for the post, respondents issued flemo dated

31.3.98 informing applicant that he hap no right to

stake his claim to the post.'

4, ue have heard applicant's counsel Shri T. 0.

Yadav and responddats* counsel Shri K, C.-D.Ganguani.

5, Shri Ganguani has raised the preliminary

objection of jurisdiction, pointing out that the

cause of action arose in Itanagar, Assam, uhich

is outside the Principal Bench's jurisdiction. That
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apart , e v/eP on merits ue find that the order

dated 1 4« 5. 97 uas merely an offer of appointment

and the actual appointment uas subject to applicant

Satisfying respondents that he possessed a \/alid

35 mm Cinema Operator's Licens-e. Para 4 of that

appointment offer mape it clear that if any

infoim^tion furnished or declaration gi\/di hy the

candidate uas p ro wed to be false or if the

candidate u/as found to ha we uil fully suppressed

any material info mat ion he uas liable to remo wal

from serwice. It uas for applicant to satisfy the

authorities of the authenticity of the permit furnished

by him, and if applicant failed to do so, it cannot

be said that respondents acted illegally, irregularly

or improperly in uithdrauing the offer uhich uarrarts

judicial interferen ce»

6. The case of Ratipal Saroj \Js, LDI & 0 rs, -

1 992(1 ) A"n I4l relied upon by Shri Vadaw is

distinguishable on facts from the preset one, in

as,much as that applicant uas already in serwice

when he appeared and succeeded in the Central Ci wil

Serwices EXam, held in 1 5B 5 an d there uas no e widens

that he uas ewen auare of the allegation against

him or had knouingly con ceal ed ma te rial facts®

Hence that case does not help the applicant®

7® The Oa is therefore dismissed® No costs®

( n RS ® L AK 5W\ I s UAft IN A TH aN )■
n01BER(3)

(  S® R® ADIGC )
\ncE cHAimArj(ft)
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