CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIEBUNAL Y
ALLAIRBAD BENCH
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Allahabad this the 26th day of September 1996,

Original applicetion No, 325 of 1996,

Hon'ble Dr, R ,K, Saxena, JM
Hon'ble Mr, D,S, Baweja, AM

Dinesh Kumdr Chaturvedi, a/a 30 years,
S/o Sri Swarup Narayan Chat urvedi,
R/o Kayam Genj, Farrukhabad,

Y ERERE Appli(:dnt *
C/A Sri p.C. Mishra
Versus

1, Union of India through General Manager,
Northern Railwsy, Barodea House, New Delhi,

2, Railwsy Recruitment Board, S.C.0,-78-79,
Sec. 8C Chandigerh through Chairman.
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Hon'cle Dr, R, K, Saxena, JM
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This O,A, has been filed by Dinesh Kumar
Chaturvedi challenging the selection on the post of Law

Assistants in Northern Railwey, The grievance of the appli-

cant in this case is that he had d@pplied for the post of

notificet ion of the

Law Assistant in pursuance of the/Railway Recruitment Bodrd,

Chandigarh., He had appeared in the written test and was &also

interviewed but when the final result was published his name

was not in the list of candidates who were finally selected,
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Feeling aggrieg’a':ved by the nesul‘t;he has approached the |
Tribunal on the ground that the Recrulltment Board had not 3
provided maximum marks for written and interview and thus

there was arbitrariness, The ground taken is also that the
candicates were arbitrorily called for imterview and that the
evalust ion of the answer book of the applicant viwdvig

other successful candidateslbe made,

2% This O.,A, was filed on 11,3,96 and since then
it was pending for admission, It wes listed on 22,3,96,
9.4.96, 26.7.96, 5.8.96, 19.8,96 and today, On most of the
detes the learned counsel for the applicent was not present,
He however appcared on 22,3,96 and 5,8,96, The adjournment
was sought and wes granted, Today the applicent appears

in person and informs that his counsel has refused to appear
on his behalf., He was asked if he wantedtime to engage ano-
ther lawyer but he pressec for his arguments being hecrd,

He was therefore allowed to arque, We heard his arguments.

3. The main contention of the applicaft is that
only 18 candidetes have been finally selectéd and in view of
the law laid down in Ashok Kumar Yadav Vs, State of Harayana
AIR 1987 éUpreme Court pacge 454, the candicates not more than |
two to three timeashould have been called for interview,
According to the admission of the dpplicent himself 57
candiates were called for interview and thus number exceeded
by only three persons, We are not convinced with t he
contertion of the applicant that because three persons
exceeded the limit, the whole of the selection should be
quashed, His further contention thatzgz:igitgggks should be
made?is also unwarranted, In view of these facta}we do not

find any substance and the O,A, is dismissed,
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