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CEl'IrRAL ADHINlSTRAT lVE TR IBUi·i\L, J CDf-?P tR BC ~CH, 

JQ)Hf- u-. 

1. O.A. No.13/1996 

2. 

Abu Mal. arrl Another 

Union Of India & Or s. 

i?unam Cham Paliwal 
and Another 

Date Of orders 12.1.1996 

••••• Applicants 

vs • 

• • • • • Re spordent s 

••••• Applicants 

q, vs. 
! 

Union Of Iooia & Ors. • •••• ·acspQmf::nts 

Ca<AM 

••• 

Present 

Mr • .K.K.Shah,Oounsel for the applicants. 

• • • 

BY THE COJRT : 

l2ard Shri -K • .i.(.. Shah, learned counsel for 

tre apPlicants. 

2. As the substantial facts and the question of 

law involved in the two O.As is similar these are 

being dis posed Of by this c c:mmon order. 

~. The facts of the case are briefly as under : 

4. The tv>'o applicants of O.A. No.· 13/1996 applied 

for appointment to.~t.he post of Postal/Sorting Assistant 

-- -------~---------·· 
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in rel·r nse t 0 an adverti seJre nt dated 5 .1 .1995, a 
... ./:.; 

copy If Which is at Annex.A-1. The two awlicants 

Of o.~.No. 14/1996 applied for apPOintment to the same 

post '§tf~d in response to the advertisement dated 

7.12.1994 , a COJ?Y Of vJhich is at Annex.A-1. The 

applicants have passeo the Vishara examination(Madhyarna), 

from the Hindi Sahitya Sammelan,Pra·yag, which they 

claim is recognised as equivalent to tre intermediate 

e:xamination or the 10 + 2 examination. The learned 

c,ounsel for the applicants also stated that thOU'Jh 

the this examination has been de-recognised by 
~ i 

Rajasthan Goverrrnent w.e.f. 25.6.1985 it has not bean~\ 

de-rec~nised py the Central Government. 1-e stated 

that since the awoint ment has been sought un:3er the 

Central Government the de-recognition by the Rajasthan 

Government can not staoo as a bar to th::ir eligibility 

for appointment to the post. He further arg1.:ed that 

~T~r.;-···.,·.,the University Of Rajasthan continued to regard this 
t;;~z~='?>J-~ . .,, , .. " .,·.:·\ 
vr~;~~--'?,' ::·<.<~~~~ination as equivalent to intermediate examination 

(
I II ~i'f> ' I'"'\ 

!. s/ 'f )~:.;.))the 10 + 2 examination at least till the year 1990 
\
' s·:· •. . .- ' .• ._ j' 
'\.,_·~·:.': .. , /,_,~~ / 

r 

\\'"'"''·'· .Y:~Xf9r the purposes Of admlssion to the faculty ef Law 

, :~;'>);,2\~~:;~~{~ the five year course of L.L. B. He also stated that 

.'·the University of Rajasthan had recognised this examina-

tion for admission to the dearee courses in the 
;;J?Q 

faculties ot Arts and co.nrrerce at . J.. 
1990 an::J :p=;rhaps it· is still recognised by the 

-All 
University of Rajasthan.LtbeJ,apPlicants Of the two 

O.As under consideration had obtained more than 80% 

marks in the Vishard examination(Madhyama} in the 
----~------------= 

same year. The grievance Of the applicants is that 
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the laSt" candidate whose name appeared 111 thio relectiH~ 
list. prepared by the resporrlents for thi~. selection ~ 

has cbtaine:::l 78"/o marks in the equivalent rxamination % 
whereas, the applicants as stated above, had Obtained' (]/ 

more than 80% marks. Thus, it would be apparent that 

even thou:;Jh they had obtained higher marks they have 

not been selected fOr 't)Ae reasons other than their 

merit in the intermediate or equivalent examination. 

~'he applicants,- therefore, ·represented to the re spon-
' i 

·dents No. 2 on 10.10.1995/1B.10.1995(Annex.A-3), ~out 
. i 

1 

their grievan::e but to no avail. HOWever, they ~-
! 

Officially caine to knCM that _they had not been considered 

because the Vishard examination <Madharna), had not 

been recognised as equivalent to the intermediate l 

10 + 2 examination. 

s. I have considered the case. This is an 
I :-''---;;;0 

,:;.;: (f,m .. 1. ~~ , 

// .-, ·-... ,.. ·.,n."::--z., important matter which could result-in denial Of a 
'I •'. \\ 

_ / ~ 1)\~ightful appointment to the applicants in ca~e .the 

•
1
.- 1 ishard _examination (Madhama) £rem the Hindi Sahitya 

i I 

'?:;: _ ~·. -,·<:~;) Samrnelan, Prayag,was recQ;ni~ed as equivalent to the 
'I,;._...,' ,..= ·- - ~ .. -· " , ,<~,· 

... .., 7 lG- ?"1-'t,\"'\~,1 .~~,. 
>-....__ vot ::;....~· 
·-~ 

/ 

intermediate/lO'i-2 examination by the Central Governnent 

till the year 1986 \\·hen the applicants passed this 

examination. Hence, it is important that ~the 

respor:x5_ents examine this H\9.tter in detail before 

finally denying apPOintment to the applicants Of these 

two O.As. If necessary, they may immediately get a 

clarification trcm the de~lin;J Ministry in the 

Central Government regarding the recognisation Of 

tnis examination "t"".lil-rne year 1986 -as equivalent to 
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tre interme.1iate/10+2 examination. ConsideriDJ alrt 

! 

these facts I hereby direct t{le respondent No. 2 to "'· 

examine thE representations of the applicants dated 

10/10/1995 and 18/101995 (Annex.A-3), after giving 

a personal hearing to the applicants and considering 

the points mentioned here-in-above and thereafter 

take. necessary action for appointment or disposal Of 
The re:presentations should. be disposed Of 

the representations as the case may be·•Lby· a speaking 

order givi~ full reasons for denying tre appointme~':f' 
' 1\ 

in case. it is so decided, within one month fran the r'( 

date of receipt of a copy of this order. As the 

matter was urgent, it hc.s been considered appropr·iate 

to give this direction to the rEspondent No. 2 Without 

prolonging the process Of litigation "V>hich would· 

W-· 
{ USHA SEN ) · 
ADM ... HEHJ.i ER 
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