T e CRRTE AEYMTIN TS T s TR TR T ¢ 1R
Y Nt (:‘aaé.‘..‘:{.h.k\,\-'ld oo 1 LN '\‘...\.'".J.I\\.'tl .'.-.‘Il:UI?.."—‘...u v.e .Z:‘ 18 Bf-‘» :n

Date of Crder ¢ 18.7.1995

D.0, 110,262 /95
. Alok purchit cou APPL ICANT
VS e
Union oF a & BN . oo REST INDENTS
Mo RaN, Upadhayay, Counsel for the applicant.
’ » g
Cg{:".-\lo :
S ARy S NERCA
- hun'le Mro. H.K. Verme, adninistrative Memboexr
L )

¢ THhk SUURT 5

oungel for the

1=
0]
[43]
s}
pa
0
[87)
[P}

third time before this

der of this mribunal on

ideration of the case of the
anolicant and giving the reasons as to why the proceedings

lection committee had not been approved. accordinglye
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the res _ondents vide their letters dated 218t December, 1594
and 9th February, 1995 have informed the gpplicant that

his selection was not found acceptable to the respondents

were wide veriations between the gssassment

§$§Q‘ baecause there
done by the selection committee all India Radio, Banswara
and that of panel of experts in this Directorate. Therefore,

the proceedings were guashed. Learned Counsel for the
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_applicant Shri.R;N; Upadhyay sﬁranuously tried te establish
that these variations in the assessment of the selection
committes and the panel of experts related to another seleCm
tion process held earlier to the relevant selection. However,
Shri Upadhyay was not able to produce any prima facie ox
corroboratory evidence that the speaking order of the respon.
dents related to a selection process not relevant to this

Ngelection on which the appllcant ls praying for gppoint.

s arguments, therefore, are not acceptable for

@émlqsxpn and O.A. is dlsmissad without any merits at the
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stage itself.



