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m THE CfNTRAL An-tINISTRATlVE TRIBUNAL, ALLAHABAD BBNCH, 

ALLAHABAD • 
•••• 

Diary No. 6274 of 2001 

In 

Original ~plicatiai No. 1622 Of 2001. 

this the 16th day of January•2002. 

K:N 'BLE MR. s. DAYAL, M&1BER(A) 

HON'BLE MR· RAF I Q UDDIN, M&tBER(J) 
----~-----------------~----~------

1. Paras Nath Chalcrawat 1, s/o late Shri Masoori Ram, 

R/o 46-A Sohabitya Bagh, District Allahabad. 

2. Shashi Kant, S/O Sri Hira Ram P/O 46-A Sohabatlya 

Bagh, D lstrict All. ahabad. 

Applicants. 

By Advocate s Sri O.p. Khare. 

versus. 

1. Union of India throug h the se::retary staff Sele:::tiai 

Conmission, Department of Personnel & Training, 

Ministry of Personnel Public Grievames Pension, 

Block No. 12, Kendriya I<~alaya Parisar, Lodi Road, 

Ne w Delhi. 

2. Deputy Director (R&A), Staff Sele:::tion Commission, 

LOdi Ro~, New Delhi. 

3. Regional Director (C.R.), Government of India, 

l 

Staff sele::tion conmission, 8-A, Bell Road, Allahabad. 

Respondents. 

By ·Advocate i Sri s. B. Singh brief holder for Sri R. Sharma. 

0 R D E R (ORAL) 

BY HW'BLE MR. s. DAYAL, MEMBER(A) 

This application has been filed for setting aside 

the int:>ugned punlshnent order dated 14. a. 2001 and a 

d 1rect ion to the respondent no. 3 to de::lare the result 

ot;ha epplf.cants tn respect of the post of Inspector 
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Central E:>e ls~Income Tax examlnat ion held on 13. 6e99 

for the vaca.nc ies published vSde advertisanant in 1996. 

2. The case of the epplf.cants is that they appeared 

in the written examination held on 13. 6.99 and succeeded 

in the said exarninat ton, and thereafter they were called 

for interview. However, their result was not de:lared 

and they received mem:>raniums dated 17. a. 2000 am 

2s.a. 2000 and were asked to eppear before the secretary, 

Staff sel~t ton Commission at New Delhi. They were asked 

to write nearly 10-15 blank sheet • of p~ers and were 

asked to put their initials in Hindi as well as in 

English 15-20 times. The cause for taking harrl-writing 

was not disclosed to them. Th~! applicants were given 

memorandums dated 19. 7. 2000 canmunicat ing the £ind ings 

of the G011ernment Examiner of Qlest ioned Documents, Bureau 

of Police Research & Develq;,ment, Government of India, 

to the effect that their signatures and hand writing as 

available in the application forms and as provided by 

them did not tally with the script Of the written 

examination. The applicants were allO\'led 7 days time to 

show as to why their cam idature shoul d not be cancelled. 

3. We find that the ~pl !cants sent their reply dated 

30. 7. 2001 stating that they had appeared in the examination 

and praying that the script of answer sheets with the 

specimen provided by them should be verified by referring 
Jv-

to any other author 1sed hand writ 1ng il!f9" e:>q;> er t. The 

respoment no. 3 a 1d not find the reply of the ~pl le ants 

to be satisfactory and cancelled the candidature and 

debarred from ~pearing 1n all future examination of the 

Conmissioo for a period of three years w.e.£. 13th June'99. 

4. The applicants have challenged the order on the 
Co~<-

ground that the order did not A~ with the principles 

of rural justice as the report of Goverrunent Examiner of 
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Questioned Documents was not Slppl ied to than. It ls also 

alleged that the report of the GOvernment Examiner was not 

fnt>artlal. The applicants have claimed that their a!lserce 
t, 

in the HalJ. should have been established rby Jlp independent 

evidence. The Invigilator or Examination SUpdt should. have 

fourrl the appl Scants not to have remained present at the 

time Of exam in at ion. 

s. We find that the resporrlents had taken care, obtained 

the ham writing Of the applicants and to conpare the same 

with the scrfpt of the written examination thro.igh the 

Government Examiner ... of \llest ioned Documents. The said 
. 

a.ithority is corrpetent and there is no bias establishErl 

by the apPlicants against the said autlx>r ity. Under the 

c ircurhstarx:es, -we find that the meaiorarrlum dated 14.8. 2001 

with regard· to the applicants does not suffer from any 
"r~w...; ""1- tv-~t-.: o.(_ \v-.f-~u L 

infirmity and O•A. is dismissed in limine. No order as to 
J. 

costs. 
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