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K.C. C':iCiutam •••• •• • • •.• JOpplicant

Versus
Union of India and others. • ••••• ResJJICJndents.

(By Hc:o'b:blt Mr. Justice U.C. Sri vasta va • v.c.)
As the p~eadings are cOUpl.~ the case is

be ing disposed Of fina 11y after hearing eOunse1

for the parties.

2. The respc:ndent has cs lled for the n~me$

from the iJr4:l1oyment ixchdn~ for the post of class

IV eftllloyeee es (pe enh 11\ re quia! ti Q'l was s ant to the

liq>loyment exchangt by the Regiood 1 Provident fund

COilmissione r and the nCilRllS Of the candidates were

sent and thexeafter interview took place. The

grievan<;e Of the applicant is notwithstanding the

fact ,hat fle was a successful candidate.; ca_ for

interview but the resp~dent making the efforts

for inserting thename of the perSQ15 of their ONn
•

,
·r

ch()idt including even tho_ who had not appeared

in the interview. e~n the • fforts are bt ing made

to hold a subsequent interview and $0UfJ persons

are being transferred from adOther re9i~ so that

the pers ens I14qCxII. Of their choice may be accomm~ated

and all the 11 posts may be filled in this manner~'

A pane 1 of 66 pers ens was drawn on the basis ofvalid
inter-view taken place on 26.7.91 wh,ich wasll_"'_ .
fOr a periond Of one year only. Additicnal

vacanc.ies in the mean ti_ ~xe a Is o created but

subsequently the tesult of interview dated

26.7.91 was cancelled and this cllilowed the applicant

to .pproach this Tribunal as that will result for
/

keeping out from service even though they ha,.



-2-
COD out after selectiM.

3. 1l:Ierespondents have Opposed the applicaticn

~ the ground that it was not a fair selectic:n

and wa s ba 5e d Q'} ene member wh 0 man a c,ed it I..'
and after due scrutiny the hi9tJtr authorities

ha.lng tfalsl fOUnd that the se lecticn 1n 1\11way {as

taken pla.ce, Sin~ var.ious ix..-e~lfJr.ities were

detected in the interview thehigber authorities

have cancelled it and in Cise the ~ppllcant camt
to knor; the effect thereto the applicant cannot

be heard MIlking corrplaint Of the tia& same 0 It is

not the case Of the dpJ:..liCGlnt and accordingly

thexe is no mt.rit in the applicatlcas and both the

app lications are dismissed" with no order .$ to

costs. Whenever fresh se Ieetien tukc§p lace the

na_ s of the se candida te s sha 11 a Iso be cons idere d

even during this period they have becORe over a~

due to lapse· of time I>

~bV VtC.

Daud: Allahabad
18th Janu"ry, 1993
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