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dents \·Jere directed by an ()rder of i:h.is Tribunal on 

11..11..1994 for re-cons idere.tioq. of t:.he case :)£ the 

applic2nt and giving the reasons as t.o T:~hy the proceedings 

of the selection comnittee he.d not l::een approved. Accordingly, 

the res~~)ondents vi.:Je tl1eir letters datE~d. 21st. Oecemrer, 1994 

and 9th February., 1995 have informed the applicant that 

h:ls select.i:)n t'l'"as not found acceotable to the res-condents 
~ -

1:>-..::cause there were \vide variaticms betvJeen the assessment 

done by the selection commitb"3e ... J.\ll L.'1dia Radio, Bans·vw.ra 

and that of panel of experts i.n this Direci:orate. :Ch·erefore 1 

the procet3dings \...r.;re quashed. Learned Co.J.nsel for ·the 
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_applicant Shri R.N .. Upadhyay stranuously tried t0 establish 

that these variations in the assessment of the selection 

committee and the panel of ~erts related to another selec­

t.ion process held earlier to the relevant selection. HO\..rever, 

Shr i Upadhyay was not able to prOduce any prima facie or 

corroboratory evidence that the spealting order of the respc:Jn­

dents relat•ed to a s~lection process not relevant to this 

on whidh the applicant' is praying for appoint­

.there fore1 are not acceptable for 

and O.A .. is dismissed 'IJithout any merits at the 

stage itself. 

( N .I<.., Vi.3.RJ:v1A ) 
Administrative Member 


