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CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUMAL PRINCIPAL DENCH

NEW DELHI

Original Apglication No. 1530 of 1987
Ashok Kumar ) seeess Applicant
Versus

Unipn of India and Others ceee nRespondents

CORAMS

Hon, Mr, Justice U,C. Srivastava, V.C.

Hon, Mr, S,R, Agdige, Membesr(A)
I
(By Hon, Mr, Justice U.C. Srivastava, V.C.)

The applicant was qualified in the
Stenographer's examination in the ymsar 1984 and

vas recommenﬁad for the said post and appointed

as Grdup ‘D? Stenogra her in the Centrgal Secretariat

Stenographers Service Ladre, Ministry of Information

and Broadcasting on the result of group'D’' Stenogra-

pher examingtion vhich t ook place in the year 1984, -
It appears that a character certificate was alsp subm
itted by the applicant on 23.12,85 and made repre

sentations for getting service on October 1985 hut

he was reallocat®d hy the Gpvernment of Education

Ministry vida letter dated 18.11.85 without any

act on the bart of thas aasplicant,

“~

2. " The applicant's grievance is that the

others who uwere also qualif ied but were given
appointment on. 16.6,85 and 29,1,86 and joired the

cam®, Howmuer one of them was involvad in a criminal

tase in uhich the applicant has involved aﬁd the
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applicant has been digcrimimat&d and thas appointme nt
has been given to Mukesh Kumar and similarly te

Arjum 3ingh who also qualified in the same was given
appointnent on 23,9,85 in the Ministry of Information
without any verification, It appears that thé cr iminal
case wasg peﬂdlng against the applicant and the
amplluant uas also given life imprisonmaent by the
Punjab and Haryana High Court but he was acquitted
vide order dated 18,5,82 i.e. much before he qualified
for the Stenographer's examination. The S.L.P filed

by the Government was alsoc dismissed on the grounds of
limitation in the year 1987, As the apnlicant Failed

toget any appointmept ultimately he approachad this
Tribunal préying that he may be deemed to be appointed
Frnﬁ the date of his ‘sslsction il e, B.S.SS‘Qnd Arrear s
of pay with dus seniority may also be given to 'him

Fram the-date of his selection,

3. The respondsnts have opposaé the application
and apart‘?fom raising the plea of the limitation and'
Jurisdiction have étated that a11\thC accused persons
incluéing fhe applicant uvere acquitted and henefit of
doubt uas'giuen.to them and fine as aiso or der ed to

be refunded and the ministry of Information and Snoad

Casting took initiative action to verify his character

From the concerned authorities, the department of

- Personnel and training who renominated into the depart-

ﬁent of education and kkak according to the attestatior

for the applicant Was passed by ths department of

education by the Ministry of Information and Sroad

Casting for further procseding., Regarding Arjun Singh

‘Qtl/pz



R

(71

L)
30
[#
o8
an

it has been stated that after going through the
attest ation it was found that he wvas not menticned
any such facts that he UasVinvolved in murder cass
in uhich‘the applicant uas involve@, fven if 1t
would be so, it would amgunt to suppression to any
mat erial Fact#, These facts make it clear that-
Mukesh Kumar Wes one of theses but the aopointment
has b s®n given to him0 It appears that ths applicant

Wwas acquitted as has been stated by him or asven

given benefit of doubt and the fine was refunded to
hWim much bafore his selection, Even thia fact was no

mentioned by him that it could not have received any

way of getting appointment letier more so uhen

appo intment has bean given to other parsons it was
mot the caze of the stsle govcrnmént cdepartment glso,
The notice of SLP was issued tq the applicant and
the SLP itself has filed in 1987 much after the
expiry of period of limitation, There being neo

case pending against the applicant and if that fact
was not mentioned on this ground that the appointmant
lstter could not have cesn given énd_incasa the same
was issued to anofher perqaa and accerdingly, the

I sspondenit s are directed to verify the anticedents
and cauce of discriminatien to Mukesh Kumar, The

verification may alsc be done without doing any

di scrimination within ancther thrme months and if

there is nothing wrong and incase it did not uorst
than that of Mukesh Kumar there appears to be no
reason as to why his case for apvointment will not

be considered and incace no discrimination sriss
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and Nis case iz batLer than that of Mukesh Kumar

similar appointment letter muy be issusd to him

=

and the respondents will also consider whether

it should be effected uith #ffect from the date
of the appointment of Mukesh Kumar, HNo ordsr as
to costs,

/;l/c
Qﬁ) Vice Chairman

Dated: 17.3.1993 :

(Uv)



