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JUDGMENT 

K. P. ACHARYA, V.C., 	In this application under section 19 of the 

Administr-itjve Tribunals t,1985, the applicant prays 

for a direction that the result of the voice test in 

respect of the applicant conducted by the All India 

Radio on 28.11.1990 Is not in accordance with the 

directions contained In letter dated 8.11.1990 issued by 

the Statin Director, All India Radio which should be 

quashed and to direct the authority to conduct interview 

afresh in accordance with the stipulations as well as 

guidelines provided by the Director General, All India 

Radio in the said letter and further direction be issued 

that the applicant being an approved voice of the All 

India Radio having successfully passed in the audition 

test condi.cted by the Local Audition Canmittee should not 

be eliminated in the voice test. 

Shortly stated, the case cE the applicant is that 

she was an approved casual voice for drama and dubbing etc. 

working in the All India Radio for a very long time. A 

post of Anrour1cer Grade Iv(Artist) Oriya was created 

for all India Radio, Baripada. The applicant turned out 

successful in the written examination. On 28.10.1990 a voic 

test was held. Unfortunately, the applicant could not be 

successful and hence the appointment order has not been 

issued for which, this application has been filed with the 

aforesaid prayer. 

In their counter, the respondents maintained that 

since the applicant could not turn out successful in the 

voice test, the concerned authority had no other option 
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but to eliminate the applicant frauthe list of successful 

candidates and consequently order of appointnent could not 

be issued. No illegality having been CCnmitted, the prayer 

of the applicant in this application is dvvoid of merit and 

is liale to be dismissed, 

4, 	We have heard Mr.Naidu,learned COunselr the appli- 

cant and Mr. Ashok Mohanty, learned Counse 1 for the respondent 

We have given our anxious consideration to the 

arguments advanced at the Bar.Sirice the applicant has not 

turned out successful in the voice test which hasbeen 

c ondted by an expert body we do not find any justifiable 

reason to sit ova r the Judgment of the expert body. In these 

circumstances we do not feel inclined to all the prayer 

of the applicant as mentioned above. 

The alternative grievance of the applicant before 

us as put forward by Mr.Naidi is that even though the 

applicant could not be successful in the voice test and even 

if this 36nch holds that no relief could be granted to the 

applicant on the prayer made in the application yet necessar 

relief 3hould be granted tothe applicant in regard to her 

engagement which was being given to the applicant previous 

to 23,10.1990.Ofcourse Mr.Mohanty is justified in his 

submission that these matters should be left to the 

discretion of the Station Director, All India Radio. True 

it is so but we are sure the Station Direction wilitake a 

sympathetic view in thhis matter. In the counter there is 

no indication of any adverse report against the 

applicant in rsgard to hcr performance for the engagement 

which had been given to her prior to 23,10.1990. On the 

contrary tn the counter it  is  stated that the standard for 
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the post for which she had mc/p1ication for regular 

appointment is different fromthe standard prescribed 

for the work which was being entrusted to her previous 

to 28,10.1990. Such being the situation we find no 

justifiable reason to deprive the applicant of the 

engagement which was being given to her prior to 

28.10,1990. We are of the firm view that her service 
of 

and her talents should be made us€in regard to the 

nature of engagements that were being given prior to 

23,10.1990 and we hope the Station Director will take 

very sympathetic view and continue to give such ben-fit 

till regular appointrrent is ma'e in her favour4 

7. 	Thus, this application is accordingly disposed 

of leaving the parties to bear their in costs, 

(ç 
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