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CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL
PRINCIPAL BENCH

0A 2499/2000
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New Delhi this the SL th day of53“§%5€20002

Hon’ble Dr. A.Vedavalli, Member (J)

Hon’ble Shri Govindan S.Tampi, Member (A)

1.

o

Swarn Singh

Roll No.237877

S$/0 Late Shri Gvan Singh
R/0 B~37/ G,Vijavta Vihar,
Police Society, Sector-13,
Rohini, Delhi.

Kulwant Dabas

Rell Number 214868

$/0 8Shri Rajinder Singh
R/0 vill. & P.O.M.P. Maira,
Oistrict, Jhajhar, Harvana.

Sunil Kumar

Roll Number 236297,

$/0 Shri Rajbir Singh

R/0 Village-Rajhar, P.O.Pakki
Garhi, District- Mujjaffar Nagar,
Uttar Pradesh.

Ashok Kumar

Roll Number 203334,

S/0 Sh.Ram Mehar Singh
R/0 ¥ill. & P.0O.Phugana,
District- Mujjafar Nagar,_
Uttar Pradesh

Dharmender Singh,

Roll Number 207927

$/0 Shri Phool Kumar

R/0 vVillage and P.0O.Nallah
District~ Mujjaffar Nagar,
Uttar Pradesh.

Pawan Kumar Sharma

Roll Number 222264

$/0 Sh.Chidha Lal Sharma

R/0 Q.No0.67-B, Police Station
Geeta Colony, Delhi=31

Pramod Kumar Rai

Roll Number 223080

$/0 Shri Suresh Rai,

R/0 130, Police Colony, Ashok
Vihar, Phase-1, Delhi.

Ashwani Sharma

Roll Number 203400

S$/0 Shri Ram Kumar

R/0 Q.No.255, Police Colony,
Ashok Vihar, Phase-1,°Delhi
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- Roll NMumbar 226207 .
/0 shri Munshi Lal,
2 ML ERaa Madanaglr,
Naw Dalhi-6w _

o Capnlicants
(By Advocatas Shri Sachin Chauhan
snd Shri Sant Lal )

YEREGUS

1o Union of India,

Through 1ts Suoretary,
Ministry of Momea Af fairs,
Morth 8lock, New Delhi.

2. Commlssionar of 2olioe,
Daihi, Polics Headguartears
I.R.Estata, MSO SBuilds Mg,
Mew Dalhi . '

< DyviCommissioner of Polices
nd Bno, D.alp.,
Kingsway Camgp, Dalhj

R

&

. CRaespondents
(By Advocats Shri Yijav Pandita 3

{Hon’ble Shri Govindan S.Tampil, Member (A)

Yhe challenge In this 0a filed by ning appllicants, 13
dirscted against  their non-selaction an Congtablse (Ex.) n
Delhi  Pollce in spite of theire having aualifisd both in  tha

wriltten tast as well as in the intarview.

2. This Oa has  been hasard  aslong with O/&s  No.
Z2GO6S 2000, 2T0LS2000 and HOARO0 #s all of tham are dirsctad
HBOAINS T thé samse selection and & have  faw  comuon points.,
HMowsvar, ssparate order 1s being passad in respect of sach 04,
an o account. of  gpecific facts relating to  the applilcant.(s)
ﬁmnmerned in sach 0a.

. Heard Shel Sachin Chauhan, lesrned counsal for  Lthe
spelicant @hm has presant along with Shri Sant Lal, while $Shrg
¥1lay  Pandita, laesrnad  counsel along with Mg, Shabana

appadarad for the respondents.
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A4, Ma 29467000 for Jolning 13 allowsd.

£, Shri. Swarn Singh ( roll number 23%7877)  and  aight
othars are among bthoss who sesk agppointmant Lo Delhil Police as
Constables (Executive), on tha baszsis of the recrultmant  test
conduotad. 211l of them had filed thair applications 1In
responsas bo Notification lssued by tha Delhi Pollice under 2nd
phase of recrultment to the posts of Constable (E8x.). Af tar

'Y%aving clearad the wriltten axaminatimn.their roll  numbers
appaarad In the list of those who had qualifisd  for  the
intarviaw., They also appesred in the Interviaw and wearea
declarad as  having oleasared bthe same  for being madicallw
@xAaminead, A% 4 pralude  to  thalr ultimate appointmant. .
HMowsavar, to thalr acubts disappointment, tha apolicants found
hat  nons of tham has baen called for the medlical axamination
in o ospite of  thair having olearad the wrilttan tast  and  tha
interviaw. ‘Whilﬁ A numbear of others ware called. No reasons

S ware adduced for the abova. On &.10.72000, an articls appearsed
in  the Hindl Naws-papar “Dalnik  Jdagran” indicating  that
certaln Intarpolation has taken place in the list prapared by
elhi Police  for selecting candidates for appointment as
Constables (Ex.))that A% maEny Aas 54 discrapencies have coma Lo
Tight  and that a numbear of failed candidates have beaen
declared  as passed and vice-verss. This naws 1tem raad along
with tha fact that thev had not been called for medical
axamination.inspite of thelr having clearsd the test convinced

the appllcants  bhat somathing was amiss with the sslection.
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Some  of  the spplicants filed representations with the Dalhl
Police authorities,conplaining against thelr non-salsotion but
tha  same have not been responded to. It was also lesrnt by
tham  that  after completing maedical examinatimn, ordaers  are

seing issued Lo bthe conoerned candidates, dirscting tham to
Join  the training courss This has come in bhe way  of the

spplicants,  who appreshend that In spite of their having besan

selected  In the btest, thay were being denied the Appointmant

o favour osrbain individuals whty  have esxercissd their

Tinflusnea to sscurs appointmant st theire axpanss . Henoces
this (A,
G The malin grounds raised In tha 08 ars that
(a) failure of the respondents in nobt calling the
applicants for medical sxanmination was  1llegal, arbitrary,
malafide and unjustified:

S 2

¥ (k) whean It 1s admittaed that all the applicants  have
clearad  both the written test and the Intarviaw 3u§c&$$fully
thers  was no reason bthat thaey could not be called for medical
@xamInation:
{ )

() report appasred in Dainik Jagran  and  information
gatharad from rellable zourcasg indicatadthat_certﬁin dubious
methods  were baing followsd by the respondents to  recruit

thair own parsons.

() thowah & numbar  of applicants hadd 3 led

reprasentations against  the inaction of the razpondants, no
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raply  has been given by them, tharaby point.ing Lo violations

of the principlsas of natural Justice:

() it was highly 1l1logical that after the selaction has
bBeen  gone through all the stages, the respondents could come
with the lame axcuse that thars wars 'miﬁtakas in the
salection, which called for rectification and the sams also

casts doubts on the bonafides of the raspondsasnts .

In the above clircumstancss, the applicants  fesl that
thay  have been deniad the legitimate selection and only the

) ) ) ) ) _ Yendey ) )
wmsdliate Intarvantion by the Tribunal CHan Lotham Justices.

i In the reply filaed on bahalf of the respondaents
through Dy.Commissioner  of Policea (Hq-),it 183 shown that 0a
was  not maintainable, being an abuse of the process of law- [

?Ui$ pointed out that during 1998 (phasse ~11) #n advertisamant

to fFill up 1643 vacancies ( General 442,80 80, s7 700G, 08C a9

including 10 % in all cataeqorias for Ex-saervicamen) of

Constablas (&xe¥}, was lssuad by the Delhl Police In all the
leading  MNews Papers of 19.9.19908 and Emplovmant  News  dated
FHLDULLIRS 2101908 . In rasponsse to bhe above advertisament .
89441 application forms were recaived. Aftar scrutiny of the
forms, F2611 0 candidates  were asked to be praesent. both  fore
phvsical maasuranants/  andurance  teast , trom whom A1LEL0
candidates were declared as qualifilad for the written . hest.
The written test was held on 222000 and 24,2000 and 3446

candidates  ware declared as passead. . Thaess pacsons along with




B4 &XWS&PVimEm&H,—WWhOwWﬁPﬁ axanpihaed from tha wr it han testh,
sopeared  for . dnterview bBetween 25.5%_ 2000 and 262000, T hea
e srasul b cofe. fhe interviaw, which was daclared on 5.6 2000,
- oshowesl o that, 18573 candildates (Ganl.az2, 80 O, ST 360 and ose
441)  had qualifi&d fmr madical axamination. The ocut- off
marks O minimum aualifving marks) for selection wara shown as

balows -

Cut. nff Mark

ot

Ganearsl 58 .58
EEXMsarvic&men) 13,16

2. .80, 55.83%
(Ex-sarvicamnsn) G0

HeY

- Schedulad Caste 585,112
(ExW$arvicem&n) 850

, .

4. Schadulsd Tribe 48,16
(Ex-sarvicaman 3 NIt

B. Aftar the declaration of the result of the Interview, it

had  come to notios that there ware cartain arrors/onissions in

the  Intarview shaets, on account of which the Chailrman of t.he

Recrultment  8oacd dacided to have a1 the interview sheets

rechecked to  get  the arrors/;omissions rectifiad. atf taer ths
abova rectification, the cut-off marks were changad as unders -

BlaNao. Caheaony. B LY P o 11T

1. General 58.83% (Ex.ﬁervicemen] 1%

7. .80, 55.8%
(Ex.Servicamnan) OB, x5

| Schaduled Caste 58.15%
| (Ex.Sarvicemean ) G850

,.
PR3
<

4. Schaduled Tribea A8 .16
(Ex.Seriveman) M1l

Q. In the sbove process of rectification, &7 candidates

[ P -
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‘CS including all the applicants, were changed from the category

i

of qualified to disqualified’ and 52 candidates were changed from
“disqualified to qualified”. They have also been suitably
informed. According to the respondents, 52 candidates including
the applicants were originally placed in the ’qualified’ list only
on account of certain errors/omissions which have crept in the
interview sheet. After the rectification of the same a number of
those who were in the earlier list of qualified candidates failed
to make the grade and therefore, could not be called for medical
examination. The applicants as they had failed to make the grade
in the interview, ‘could not have been called for medical
examination, as the first step towards the appointment. In the
above circuhstances, the applicants have no right whatsoever to
agitate as they had béen considered and found as not having made
the grade in the selection. The respondents had acted correctly,
progerly and légally and therefore, the applicants cannot seek any
further relief in this matter, through the Tribunal, according to

the respondents.

10. With specific reference to the applicants in this 0a
the respondents indicate the following as the reasons for their

disqualification:-

S. Name and Roll No. Reasons for disqualifications

No..

1. Swarn Singh He belongs to ORC category
237877 but treated as S.T.candidate

Upon correction he failed to

make grade in the merit.




2. Kulwant Dabas

ZLABLE
HLo8unal Kumar
RGOV

.

i? 4. @axhok Kumar

BOHBEA

Y. Dharmsndar Singh

& Fawsan Kr.Sharms

DRR Dy
PooPramnd KroRal
BREOEQ
8. ashwani Sharma

LOEGOO

P, Rs)  Humar

g

No arrorsomissions disguali-
#d on the ground of vounger

N Age .

Mo arror/omission but could

not make the grade Iin marit.

No oerror/omission but could

-~ P
not. made grade In marit.

He balongs to  gesnsral cate-
gory but. treated undasr ST
catagory. Upon corrschion hea
fallad to make grade In the

marit list.

Mo srror/omissions butb could
not. madae the grade In maerit.
MO o srrordomission . Disqgual il fisd
voundar in

an thae ground  of

Erer

Mo osrrors omission but could

not make the gradse In maritf.

He balongs Lo SC category but was

i

trasted undar ST category and also
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thers was a4 caloulaion error. Uoon
corraction, he failed to make grade

N omarit.

11, From the abmve,it-would be clear that the respondants
had  actad correctly  and the applicants had Lo lose out in  the
salactlion only baeoausse thay did not make the grade  In the
intarviaw. Having participated in tha wrilthen test  but having

fallaed to olear tha sama, the applicants did not have any right o

b § - N . . . - .
2 ouastlon the mods of selsction or the selection process. T'he 04

N

should, tharefora, fall, iz the pleadings by the raspondants .

1A In their rejoinder,the Aapplicants vehemantly contest t.he
points ralssad by the raspondan bty It s stated that no mistake oe
migchiaf of Any sort was committed by any of the applilcants  and
misthake, 1f any, had happened only at the respondents’ end. Ana

fhe same appsared bo have bean manipulated by the raespondents  to

maat.  thair own ends and to support. thair chosen favourites. Thea

j.groundﬁ baken by the respondents like the change of category of
/ v

the  candidates and/ or of their vounger dage etc. do not properly
. L . . . g
#xplain tha process of selection or the modalities adoptad by the
ra%pmndent$, after  thae first galamtimnlha$ been  gona  through.
Buring  the oral submizsions Shel Sachin Chauhan, learned counssal
along with Shri Sant Lal, strongly reitersted the points ralsed in
tthe written pleadings.  Without establishing by anv evidenca that
any  of  the applicants was guilty of  any wmistake or mig-
repra&entation_ of facts, the respondnets could not havea
unilaterally  held thar 57 parsons alr&%dy qualifiﬁd_have o b

taken  out of the 1ist  of aualifisd candidates to make way for
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anothar sat of 52/whom the respondsnts have chosan Lo bring in.
This was oclearly itlegal, arbitrary and  wviolative of the
provisions  of  the articles T4.16 and 21 of the Constitution of
India. This showsed total malafide on the part of ths respondents

snd called for intervention of the Teibunal .

135, Shri  Sachin Chauhan, lsarned counsel also rafaerraed  to

the decision of the . Hon’ble guprams Court in thae ocase of

SLBovinda - RLBLEDTLCoand o another (ATR 1986(2) SC 5672 and

praved that 1f any rectification of mistake was called for,all thes
siffectad persons should have basn put to notloes. Not having dones
80,  the entire action of the respondents was vitiated and 1iable
to  be auashed snd  set aside. On the other hand.,  Shril vijay
Pandl ta, laarnad counsel for theas raépondent$ states  that ths
persons who  have not made the grade In the revised salaction
procass have no reason abt all to complain.  &ven whan a DErson 1%

placad  In the selected pansel, appointment  thereafter was not

avtomatic, & brought out in the decision of the Hon’ble Supramns

Court  in  the case of Ranl Laxmibal Kshe LLBBank vsl

Chand.. . Behacl  Kapooro.and others ( 1998(7) $CC 469). shei vijay
RPandita  aslso Brought to our attantion ons or two other Judganents
of  the Principal 8esnch  in certain 0as assdal ling  the above
salactlion process whimh, the Tribunal had declined to interfere

wilth. The facts and circumstances being the sama, the  Tribunsl

wso

should not intarfers in thisg OQLQI&H ¢ Shrl Pandita.

14, We  have carsfully considerd the rival contentions  and
als0  sxaminad the relevant documsnts including the minutes of the

intaerview, relating to tha applicants In thiz 0a. The facts ars

PR
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not. disputad. Tha ning aspplicants in this 09 are Among those who
had  clearsed the chysical tast,.writtan tast and  the interview
conducted by the respondants for the selection to the post of
]
Constabla (Ex.3 in Delhi Police and gshould have, on aceount. of the
same bean selected and sent for medicsl test, followed by issus of
N - een,
arders of  appolntmeant. . Howsaver | . af ter  their clearing the
interview and declaration of r&sult to  that  affact, the
respondents  have not called then tor madical examination, on  the
ground  that  the interview shasts prepared, did contain certain
.&rr0r$fomi$simn$;which had to be rectifised and in the process soms
of  the individusls originally selectad, 1ike the appllecants
brecauss disqualified, as they had failed to make the Arade on the
basis  of  the changed eritaerion. While, according to the
applicants thev  have been deniaed their rightful opportunity  for
salection  and appolntmeant., the respondents point out  that wha t

thay havae done was totally corract..

15. Parusal of the grounds/reasons for disqualification of
'V

”}th& appllcants,  as brought. out  In the raspondaents’ counter
affidavit, provides an intarssting rasding.  Shri Swarn Singh (13
s shown as having beasn wrongly treated 4% balonging Lo v
catagory  while he Infact came from QR catagory, Dharmandar Singh

\

{5) is  shown as having bean wrongly trsated as belonging to &7
catagory  while he came from Genl _category and Ra) Kumar (93 was
wrongly shown as bBelonging to sr catagory while he belonged to s
catagorv. Kulwant Dabas (2) and Pramod Kumsar Ras (7} ars shown to
have  besn disgualified as being vounger in age.  Sunil Kumar (%)

Ashok  Kumar (4) Pawan Kumar Sharma (6) and Ashwini Sharma (8) are




D P 5"
oF 277/

<
e -
g P

shown a3 not having made the grade on marits.  Awg against this it
1% pointed  out by the applicants in thelr rejoinder that.  Shei
Swarn  Singh though  ha balongad to OBC category  had  presasnted
Wimself only &gz Genl.candidate as he was  the  ward of 4
Policeman, but  has bean  trazted by tha respondents A% Aan 5
candlidats in the baginning and subsequeantly penalilzed.  Dharmender
Singh  and Ral  Kumar  had alszo shown  themselves as Belonging
catagorias O8C  and S 00 they cama from though the raspondeants
have  on their  own catagorised Lham  as S.T.candidates A
Lharsafter  denjed them the benefit of selaction.  Similar is the
position °in respsct  of the other five candidates  as  wall .
Evidantly, theraefors,  the applicants have been penalised for ne
fault of ﬁhaira,but_pur&ly on the basis of mistakes commi ttad b
the respondents. and this has besn done without aven cutting them

0N ANy notios. Tt s not at all the casa of tha respondents that

any  of these applicants have commi e any mistake to obtain for

P

thamsalves  the salaciion by ANY Wrong mesans . The mistakes ., the

attenphaed rectifleation, changs In the oariterion @fe are all

wuraations  of the respondents after thea salacilion was over and fhea

~\sz—é:»:ault: has besn declaraed. In fact, if anvy mistake had arisan and

callad for r&mtifimation, the proper course of action for  the

_

respondents was to have cancaelled the entires selaction process and

ordaraed  frash selsction Instaad of changing the critarion  sfter

the procsss has basn conpleted and the results sannouncsd, Just to

bring about tha rejaction of 52 out of 1575 candidates as well s

o facilitata selaction of another batoh of s candidates in thair

clacea. It was a1l the mors NBCBYBATY AHS, according  to  the

reaspondants own confidential note dated 98,2001 as Many &8s 695

srrors/omissions have Bean  noticed in the saelaction of 157z

ot
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candidates aut of 3784 who appeared Tfor the interview.
poolicants. in the cilrcumsiances cannot be  faulted when  thewy

alleas illegality or improprity 1in this process,. Dur findings are

tortified by the decision of the Hon’ble Suprems in the case of
S.Govindaraju’s {(supra), the relevant portion of which is

reproduced as below:-

“  onee a candidate is selected and his name is
included in  the select list for appcintment in
accordance with the Regulations he _gets a right to e
considered for . appointment . as and. __when  vacancy

arises., on the removal of his name from the select

. list serious conseduences entail as he forfeits _his
P right _to emplovment in futures. 1D such a_ situation
even  thouah the Regulations do not stipulate for
affording any__opportunity. Lo the enplovee,  the
principle of natural justice would be attracted ansd
the emplovee would be entitled to an opportunity of
explanation.  though no selaborate enauiry  would be

A

o NECASSATY . Giwving an opportunity of explanation
would mest the bare minimal requirement of natural
justice. Before the services of _an  emploves A&

terminated. resulting into forfeiture of his right Lo
be considered for emplovmnent. opbortunity of
must  be afforded to  _the  enploves
sonoernad. The appellant was not afforded any
cppartunity of explanation before the issue of tThe
impugned order Consequently the order is  rendered
null and woid being inconsistent with the principles
aof natural justice".

S 1. it is also on record and came out during the oral
submissions in response to a specific query from the Court that
none  of the applicants in this 08 { as also thosse in 048 260472000,

~

1 )
ZT0LS2000  and  &0/72001) have been

e

ssued any notice about the
cancellation of their selection. In fact even in respect of thoss
who were  Informed what was addressed was not a notice but  an
intimation which was after the svent. In addition to irregularity
in changing the criterion after the selection is over clear

wvinlation of the principles of natural justice had also occured in
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17. The confidential note dated ?.8.2001 referred teof ip parg

16, record as below " if the proper checking hag been carrijied out -

at the appropriate time before deo{aring the resuylt the mistake
detected now could have bees avoided byt this céuld not happen ag
the resylt was'declared in a hurried manher" Corection therfore,
Was  called-for but not as the respondents have chosen to do by the
pick and ‘choose method but by cancelling the result totally aneo

initiating fresh selection. This they had failed to do and for no

Justified reason .,

18. Relevant pPapers produced for PUr perusal makes it clear
that the épplicants have lost out/been disqualified only on account
ot the change in the criterian adopted by the respondnets as marks
obtained by them have not changed though the cut off mark has been
revised upward in the case of general and ST candidtaes. However,
there 1is no explanation as to'how in the same circumstances, these
WhD  were disqualified 2arlier have now entered the list of
qualified Candidates. Obviously there are factors which more than

meet the eves.

1%, The respondents could not have changed the criterion for
selection, to the detriment of the applicants, who Qere successful
Candidates, two mohths after the selection process has bean
completed and results  announced merely on their understanding
Feeling that certain. Brrors  and omissions had crept in the

selection pProcess unless and Until it is Broved that the applicants

mi§cggng§§n§@Ligaﬁwmhigﬁmalgagwhgze v¥itiated the selection process

.~~v...~...~-.........m~~....-..~m...--m~.m~.._ S aimd .
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As pointed out earlier it is not the case of the respondents that

any of the applicants in this case had misrepresented facts to_gain

any undue advantage in the selection. That being the case the

action of the respondents in denying them the call for medical
examination was patently illegal and unjust. The Tribunal,
therefore, has perforce to interfere in this matter and render

Justice.

20. Our decision is also fully fortified by the decision of
the Hon’ble Supreme Court dated 31.10.2001 1in the case of
Maharashtra State Road Transport Corporation and Others Vs.
Rajendra Bhimrao Mandvé and Others [2002(1)ATJ 541] wherein the

Hon’ble Apex Court has observed as below:

"It has been repeatedly held by this Court
that the games of the rules meaning thereby,
that the criteria for selection cannot be
altered by the authorities concerned in the
middle or after the process of selection has
commenced. "

21. Our attention also have been drawn to one or two decisions
of the Principal Bench of this Tribunal,assailing the same
selection which the Tribunal had declined to interfere facts in
those OAs, however, can be distinquished from the present OA. In
OA 278/2001 filed by Surinder Singh and decided on 9.4.2001, the
applicant had lost out primarily on account of working out of the
vacancies for OBC category. Persons of the same category with
higher marks had to be accommodated and the applicant with lower
mark had to be deleted. In fact in the category of OBC the cut-off
marks had remained the same both before and after the rectification
process and the applicant’s failure was only on account of getting
lower marks. The same 1is not the case 1in the present OA.
Similarly in OA 884/2001 decided on 22.1.2002 the applicant an
e#$#$#y candidate was disqualified as it was found that was not a
graduate but he had been given extra marks treating him to be a

graduate on the basis of a certificate produced by them. This case

f
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also 1is distinguishable from the OA presently before us. On the
other hand, we have before us the decision of the Principal Bench.
of this Tribunal in OA 1445/1995, decided on 4.10.1999 where denial
of promotion to the applicant on the basis of mistake committed by
the Departments, was set aside and benefit granted to the
applicant. We are of the view that in the circumstances of the

case the app11cants in this OA should also gain.

22. We are also aware of the principle highlighted by the
learned .counsel fo the respondents that empanelment of a candidate
perse does not give him a right for appointment, as pointed out by

the Hon’ble Supreme Court in Rani Laxmibai Kshetriva Gramin Bank

Vs. Chand Behari Kapoor and Others (supra ). The same 1is the

finding of the Hon’ble Supreme Court in the case of Shankarsan Dash
Vs. UOI & Ors (1991(3)SCC 47). However, the circumstances of the .
applicants 1in this OA are not the same as the parties concerned in
the above two decisions. Here what is under challenge is hot the
non issue of appointment to those placed in the select panel but
the same 1is directed against the action of the respondents 1in
alterting the <criteron for selection after the selection process
was complete, to shut out the applicants who have been selected
earlier to bring in others. Therefore, the rationale in the above

two deicisions cannot hurt the cause of the applicants in this OA.

23. In the result, the OA succeeds and is accordingly allowed.
The respondents are directed to treat the applicants as having

cleared the recruitment test in full and send them for medical

'examination along with others. If found fit, the applicants should

be considered for appointment ﬁor\gpng4n2mgai to the post of

Constable (Ex) as per the relevant Rules, Instructions and Judicial
Pronouncements on the subject. This should be done at the earliest
and in any event within two months from the date of receipt of a

copy of this order. This would not call for any fresh notice being
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issued to anybody as while issuing notice on 14.12.2001 for

A

admission itself, the Tribunal had directed that atl] the

appointmen

second pha of recruitment shall be subject to the further brders

while disposing the OA. No costs.

) ( Dr.A. Vedavalli )
Member(J)

being pass

to be made to the post of Constable (Ex.) in the




