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Open Court 

CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL ALLAHABAD 
BENCH ALLAHABAD 

***** 
('l'I-IIS rfIJE 1"' DAY o r~· October, 2010) 

Hon'ble Dr.K.B.S. Rajan, Member (J) 
Hon'ble Mrs. Manjulika Ga11tam, Member (A) 

Original Application No.1496 of 2004 
(U /S 19, 1\dministrativc 'I 'ribunal J\ct, 1985) 

V arsha SriYasta\Ta, aged about 26 years, Daughter of I .ate Girja Shanker 
Sri,Tastava, l~csdicnt of 568/I<ha/320, Gcctapalli, Alambagh, Luckno\v. 
Presently residing at 41-A/3/317, Tilak Nagar, Allahpur, A llahabad . 

. . . . . .. . . .. .. .. Applicant 

Present for Applicant.a : Shri S. Lal, Advocate 

Versus 

' 
1. Uruon of lndi~ through Secretary, Ministry of Defence, Ne\v 

Delhi. 

2. Secretary, Special Examination for ltecruitment of Junior Hindi 
'I'ranslators in the Office of Controller General of Defence 
1\ccounts-2004. 

3. Regional Director, (Central Region), Staff Selection Commission, 
8-A-B, Beli· ltoad, 1\llahabad. 

. .............. Respondents 

Present for Respondents : Shri, Ajay Singh, Advocate 

ORDER -

(Delivered by Hon. Dr. K.B.S. Rajan, Member-J) 

1 'he applicant \vas an aspirant for the post of Junior Ilincli 

'f ranslator in the office of the Controller General of Defc11ce J\ccounts 

and in response to the Annexure 1 advertisement emanated from the 
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office of the third respondent, she had applied for the said post. The 

applicant appeared in the examination. Vide Annexure A-2 result of the 

\vritten examination \Vas published in \Vhich the name of the applicant 

figured. llo\vevcr, \vhen the final result was declared, the result of the 

applicant, along \vith that of three others \Vas \vithheld on the ground 

that "their candidature is under Ycrification". A sho\v cause notice \vas 

issued by the 3rt1 respondent vide Anne:\."Ure 5 stating that the applicant 

did not fulfill the requisite qualifications. 1·he applicant submitted her 

reply to the same, vide annexure 1\-6, 6-A and 6-B. Even the University 

informed the respondent No. 3 by a separate communication vide 

Anne:\.ure A-7. 

2. 1 .. hc applicant came to kno\v that offer of appointment \Vas issued 

to the three indiYiduals \vhose result had been \vithheld along \Vith that 

of the applicant, \Vhile the applicant \Vas not giYcn any offer. On 

enquiry, the applicant \Vas informed that it \Vas not possible to issue 

appointment letter to her, but no reason had been assigned. 

3. The case of the applicant is that \vhen sho\v cause notice issued 

\Vas confined to qualificatio11 aspect and \vhen the applicant had satisfied 

the respondent in this regard, there is no other reason that the 

~~;~~~ 
applicant's appointment couidend as had been done in the case of the 

other three candidates in \Vhose case also the result \Vas \vithhcld and 

tcr ' 'crification these \Vere appointed, in the case of the applicant also 
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the same should have been adopted. I-Jenee, the applicant has preferred 

this 0 .1\. for a direction to the respondents to issue necessary 

appointment order to the applicant. 

4. Respondents have contested the 0 .1\. According to them, thougl1 

the applicant fulfilled the requisite qualifications about vvhich earlier 

there \Vas some doubt, in fact, in the final result on the basis of her 

merit, the name of the applicant could not figure in and as such, 

not\vithstanding the fact that she had requisite qualifications, as she 

could not come in merit in the selection, she is not offered the 

appointment. In respect of the other three candidates, they ha,~ing come 

in merit, they \Vere issued the offer of appointment. 

5. Rejoinder has been filed by the applicant reiterating the points 

raised in the 0.1\. and denying the contentions of the respondents. 

6. As the matter is one of entry into goYernmcnt service, and as there 

\Vas some \vaiting list also that \Vas prepared, the applicant sought the 

indulgence of the --rribunal to call for the marksheet of tl1e applicant as 

\veil as the other three candidates \Vho \vere offered appointments. T'his 

prayer \Vas aUo\vcd and the documents called for . 
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7. Respondents had produced the ans\ver sheets as called for and 

have also explained as to ho\v the applicant could not be selected, \Vhilc 

the other three could be. 'I 'heir explanation is as under:-

''3. / Js per the schell1e of the e)..11v1inalion after co111pletio11 of the 
perso11ali(J' lest/ i11let1~e111, the Co111111ission rifler lrJki11g an overall 1iic1v ef 
the petjon11fl!lce oj' the calldidatcs pn:pare fl final n1s11/t 011 the basis of 
aggregate 111rJrks i11 Part I pl11s I11te11de11 1

• Depe11di11g upon the 1111.v1ber ef 
1•aca11ties i11 rliffere11t catego1J1 fli::;_. (JR/ SC/ ST/ 0 BC/ X.}ri-"'Pl I different 
c11t-oJI 111t11ks in ji;..:erl for each calegOIJ'· All resen:ed categories are being 
git'ell rela:>..:atio11 111hile dc>cidi11g the Cit/ off. Ms. V arshtt 5 rivastava belongs 
lo UJ( categol)', dependi1Jg 11pon the n11111ber of 1•acd1u:;1 in UR category, she 
(the petilio11er) co11/d 110/ co111e 1vithi11 the c11t-ojf 111arks fixed l?J the 
Co1111111ssio1t. Taking into account Part I rt..vJ11ten1ien1 the c111 off 111arks 
obtai1Jed 01 Iris/ reco1n111e1Jded Selet1 /isl Ul( ca11rlidale 111as 276 1vhereas, 
ii1s. f /ars/Ja Sni·astava bad obtatited 011/y 258 111arks. 0111 of the 
ren1r1i1ti11g 3 ca11didr1/es, the ca11dirlate beariJJ<~ Roll l'Jo.2-1-10069 111ere UR 
ca11didates a11d lht:j1 had obtained 283 a11d 277 respeclive/y, 1JJhich is 1vithi11 
the elf/ o.J! 111arks 01 the Co111111is.rio11, 1JJhereas, the candidate beari11g Roll 
No.2070038 is a11 57· candidate a11d had obtaiued 235 1narks Jvhich is 
1Pitbi11 the cut o.J! 111arks ji>..·ed for S'J, tf111didates. 

-1-. Lt1/e1; a resen·e /isl of 10 ca11didates 1J1as also deck1red but, J\1s. 
T/arsha S1il'as/a11a could 1tol fi11d place i11 the resen1e /isl also. 1"'he lost c11/ 
off 111arks (i11c/11di11g i11len1ie111 obtr11i1erl l!J last reco1111ne11ded UR candidate 
in Resen1e Us/ 111r1s 270 11 1hi'ch 111us 11111cb higher tha!J the 111arks obtai11ed 
0 Ms. f/arsha Sni1as/rJ1•a i.e. 258. The detailed res11lt oj'A1s. f/ arsha 
Srirastara (along n1ith 3 other ca11didates) has alrearfy been fonvarderl 'fhe 
rletails of the c11/ qff' 111arks obtained !!)1 /aJ'/ reco111111e11ded .) elect Lisi UR 
ca11didale a1trl Resen1e Us/ UR candidate is as ji!lon1s:-

Cut off mruk5 obtairux:I Narnc of dlC candrlatc Roll No. Paper-I Paper-JI llltcr\~V 
by Jac;;t SL. Ull au1didate 

Sh. PankaJ Dalal 121CX'J65 133 111 32 

Cut off 1narks 
obtained by last RL ~fs. I-ltmani Bali 67 10028 147 105 18 
UJl candidate 

1ora1 

1J6 

270 

8. 'l'hc abo,·e clarificatio11 clarifies the doubt. --rhe applicru1t having 

not come \vithin the merit list, not\vithstanding the fact that she fulfilled 

the qualifications, she could not be issued with the offer of 

• appointments. 
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9. 1~hus, no legal right of the applicant has been hampered and the 

dccisio11 of the respondents cannot be faulted \Vith. 

10. .~fhc 0 .1\. therefore, stands rejected. Under the circumstances, 

there is no order as to costs. 

.f 11.r/Jil 

(Mrs. M njulika Gautam) 
Member-A 

(Dr. K.B.S. Rajan) 
Member-J 
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