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CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL 

ALLAHABAD BENCH. 

R.A. No. 54 of 2002 in 
o.A. No. 660-of 2000 

Date of· order: · 2-s"- .. - ~ IL C> ~ 

Phool Chandra ••• Applicant 

versus 

Union of India and others ••• Respondents 

This Review Petition has been filed against 

the order of the Tribtinal, dated 29.4.2002 passed in OA 660 

of 2000, ( Phool Chandra vs. UO I and others) , v idll!' which 

applicant Is claim for appointment as Anti-Malaria La scar 

(Seasonal) was rejected • 

A perusal of the order sought to be 

reviewed shows that the ground taken by the respondents for 

not appointing the applicant was that when the int~rview 

was held on the first occasion, only two carid i da t e s 

appeared and, therefore, due to lack of sufficit!'nt number 

of candidates, the interview was recall t!'d and f r e sh 

interviews were held on 29.5.2000. in the He appeared 

interview but claimed that since he had already been 

selected, he should not be considered afresh. This 

contention was r e j e c t ed by the r e sponden t e be ca us e what 

they had written to the Empl-oyment Exch.ang~was _t_hat the 

applicant was t h e only e Li q i b l e candidate who appeared on 

17.4.2000 and, therefore, a fresh list was called for. In 

the RA the ground for r ev Lew has be en taken that the 

Tribunal erred by stating that the applicant did not attend 

the interview on 29.5.2000. W~ find from t he counter- 

affidavit filed in the original case that the position is 
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quite clear. We had observed in our order as und~r: 

"The counsel· for the respondent states that what was 

intended to be indicated to the Employment Exchange 

was that he was the only eligible person and in view 

of shortage of total number of candidates a ppe a r i nq 

for the selection, the applicant could not have been 

con~idered to have passed the test. Since he did not 

appear for the 2nd test held in May, 2000, he could 

not be appoint@l!d." 

The applicant could not show any proof that he actually 

participated in the interview and had he done so, there was 

no reason why the respondents could not have .considered 

him. We could not disbelieve the version of the 

respondents and, therefore, r~ject~d the claim of the 

applicant, who refused to attend.the second interview. 

In the RA, we find no good ground to change our earlier 

decision. No new facts have been brought to our notice and 

none of t h e other facts were ignored by us. Therefor~, 

there is no ground, much less sufficient ground, to review 

our order. If the applicant is aggrieved by our order, 

the right remedy for him is to approach the higher ~udicial 

forum. 

The R.A. is rejected 

·A,~ 
(A.K.Bhatnagar) 
Member (J) 


