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Open Court.

Central Administrative Tribunal,
~ llahaba d Bench, Allaha bad.

Dated: Allahabad, This The 22nd Day of May. 2000.

Coram: Hon'ble Mr. S. Dayal, A,M.

Hon'ble Mr. Rafiq Uddin, J,M.

Original Application No. 457 of 1992.

K,P. Pandey e oe d about 31 years,
son of Sri S,N, Pandey,
v~'at chma n ,
12-A,F,H./118,
Air Force Hospital,
Gor akhpu r .

, • , App licant,

Counsel f o r the Apolicant: Sri Bashisht Tiv'ari, A-"v.

Ve r su s

I. Union of India 't.hr ouo h the Secretary, Ministry

of 'J2fence at New Delhi.

2. Cr ief Administrative Officer, Gora khr-ur ,
Group Captain 17- '11inq Air Force Station,

Sora kh pu r ,

3. Air Force Off icer Commanding 17- ~'ling' , Air

Force Gor a khpur ,

4. Sri Puskar Kumar Srivastava, son of Sri R.S.Lal
Srivastava, U,D,C. 17- Wine, Air Force, Gorakhpur.

• Res pondent s •

Counsel for the Ro s pond errt s Singh C.S. Singh, Adv ,

Order ( Open Court)

(By Hon 'b Ie Mr. S. Oaya 1, Member (A,)

~ This app lication has been filed for sett ing



..

r O.A. 457/92

-2-

aside the selection of resPolldent No.4 as Assistant

store Kaeps r in Air Force Hospital, Gorakhpu r . The

applicant has also s ouqrrt his appointment to the

pOst of Store Keeper for whi ch interview had taken

placeon 17.2.92.

2. The apc1icant has stated that post of Ac:sistant

store Keeper was advertised departmentally and names

were sponsored by Employment Exchange. The persons

serving in-th'" department c ou Id appear in the said

selection without being sponsored by the Empl ovrnerrt

Exchange. The ap(11icant alonq with one Sri Shiv

Kumar Sharma and Sri Puskar Kumar Srivastava appeared

amonq ot ber s and the three were successfu 1 ill the

wr Lt ta n examination. Itl is contended that Sri Puskar
.~

Kumar Srivastava)",.'hose father was U,D,C, in 17 Wing

Air ForceJwas interviewed vi't hout ca l1inq envo'th s r

person, The applicant qave an application to

superior authorities due to which it is clairredthat a

registereci-etter was issued on 27.1.92 for illterview

on 29.1.W-, Since the apol Learrt did not r ec e ivs

the co 11 letter before 29.1.92, he qa ve a application

to the respondents on the post of which f ur th=r' call

f or viva-voce test on 17.2.92 '/lias issued. In the

intervie-w it is claimed thatSri Puskar Kumar Srivastav

succeededdue to wrong full pressure ~nd inf~uence.

3. The argument Sri Bashis-rTiwari for the applicant

Sr i C. S. Singh for '"the" respondents have been heard.

The pleadings on record have been taken into

~ can s iderat ion.
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4. The learned c cun ss 1 for the app licant ha s

contended that undue favour ¥1as shown to the
him

respondent Np.4 by interviewing I a lone after the

wr Ltt an e xami.na t i.o-i , by issuing a register letter

on 27.1.92 for interview on 29.1.92 and by o Iv ino

appointment to the applicant without Folice Verifi-

cation, which was oo't dQne1 by the respondent

s ubse e uerrt lv , It is a Is o c ont endec that 4096marks

were a llotted for viva-voce which was violative

of the law laid d own by the Apex Cout. It is a Iso

contended that the s~lection committee was not

con.tituted properly and consisted of persons from

Screduled Caste Community or Minority Community ••ithout

having any r-et>son fr omge ner a 1 Community.

5 . We have seen copy of paters relatinq to .~

selection available with the learned counsel for

the r aspon-te ot a n-' fin" that the selection committee

had c ons Id ar-ad the candidature of 20 sponsored

candidates in the first instartte

6. The selection committee consisted of Souadron

Leader Sri L. Sr i.ves't ac a and Flyinq Officer R. Ranjan.

The selection held on 16/18.1.1992 was h ov-evar ,

cancelled as mentioned in par anr aph 16 and 18 of

counter reply. It apr-aar s t'Iat all the candidates
\,.,11';0

barrinq five~@re absent had appeared in the

written examination on 16.1.92 a n.i interview on

18.1 .92. Thereafter the second se Ie ct ion wa5 he Ld

on 17.2.92 and the r esu l t. sheet of this selection

presided over by the Squadron leader A.Das has been

placed at Appendix A. There is nothinq in Appendix-A

to sho\l\l

~outcome

t hat the marks in interview affected the

of the result of the selected cand Ldates in
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a decisive manner. As a matter of fact two candidates
and the second candidate

were given e"ual marks i'1cllJding the applfcallt.jwas

placed at no.2 of standby list.

7. We have also seen the police verification

of the se lected ca ndidates and we find that a letter

was written to S.S.F'. G0rakhpur on 3.3.1902. The report

was sent on 4.3.92 and the appointment letter was

issued on 6.3.92. Hence, the contentidm of the

applicant that respondent No.4 was qiven at') appointment

let ter before po lic ever i ficat ion is not cor-r e ct.

8. In the aforesaid circumstances, vile do not find

any merit in the claim of the applicant which is

:iismissed. The O.A. is dismissed. No order as to costs.

,'2-~~
Member (J.) Member (A.)

Ra z a ,


