
IN THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL 

PATNA BENCH, PATNA 

O.A.No.287 of 1996 

Date of order 	-8-1999. 

Kumari Madhu, t/O Sri R.N.singh, postal park, chouk, 

Chirayatand,. patha. 

Applicant 

-versu&-' 

UniOn of Ifldia through the Secretary, Department of 

personnel and Training, Ministry of personnel, public 

Grie4nces and pensions, New Delhi-hO 001. 

The Chairrnan,staff Selection commission,Department 

of tTerSonnel and Training, Ministry of public 

Grievances and pensions,)3lock NO.12, CGO Complex, 

Lodhi Road, New Delhi-hO 0:)3 

Regiibnal Director(cR),taff &electjon commission, 8,A. 

Bell Road, Allhabad-211002. 

40 	Respondents 

Counsel for the applicant . shri R.K.choubey. 

Counsel for the respondents .. Shri H.p.Singh 

Hon'ble Sri L.R.K.Praad, Member (A) 

HOfl hle Shri La]cShinan Jha, Mernber(j) 

ORDER 

- 

This application has been filed against Memo dated 

~~3105*1995 issued by the Regioflal Director), Staff Selection 

Commission whereby the selection of the applicant has been 
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rejected from the select list of clerk Grade Examination 

cGE),1992. This has also been filed for issuance of 

direction to publish the final result of the applicant and 

for her inclusion in the list of C.G.Examination,1992. 

2. 	
1
The applicant appeared. in C.G4xamination ,1992 

at Patna on 27.9.1992. After coming out successful in 

written examination, she appeared for Typewriting test and 

brought her own typewriter. As  there was break-down in 

typewriter, she brought the same to the notice of the 
CO aPPear 

-. . Invigilaor) 	 / who permitted heraain with the last batch 

of, the test oh the same day in which she came out 

successful. The result of the C.G.Examinatipn,1992 was 

published in the Employment News (1-7January,1994). 

Roll No. (2010906 appeared in the provisional list. 

,As she was not getting any intimation, she took up the 

matter with the respondents 0 and was ultimately informed 

SF 	 vide letter dated(,.5.1995 (Annexure-/6) that as per 

instructions of the Commission, no candidate can take the 

typewriting test again in case of failure of the 

typewriter inthe first attempt. As such,St had failed to 

qualify in the typewriting test of c.G.Examirtion, 1992 

and,therefore, she was not eligible to be considered for 

inclusion in the select list of c,1992. Against the Said 
Concerned 

decision of the respondents the applicant made a 

representation on 26th June,1995 Annexure-AJ7), As  no 

response was received, she met the concerned officer of 

the commission at .11ahabad who informed her that the 

earlier dicision stands. in view of above facts and the 

grounds explained in para 5 of the 3.A., the applicant 

has Sought following reliefs;- 

(i) The order contained in memo o. i.O6/C ) dated 



31.5.1995 (Annexure_J6) of the Regional Director 
(at), Staff Selection COrru-nission, Allahabad be quashe •  

(ii) The respondents be directed to include tname of the Select lkoe  
applicant in 

the finaljst of C(M,1992 with her 
due seniority. 

3.  
It is an admitted fact that the applicant appeared 

in the C,1992. She was successful in the written exami
0 Ct3s 

whereafter she appeared in TYPewriting test with her Own hired 
typewrjt 	

During the Course of typewriting test, the Said 

typewriter broke-down. The In . vigilator permitted her to 

appear with the last batch on the same day with another 

C-44#1-ariter and she was declared Provisionally Cuccessful, 
it is the std of the respondents that it was not correct 

On 
the part of the Centre Supervisor to permit the applicant 

to appear with the last batch for Typewriting test because 

he is not authorised to do so in view of point 17 of Part ii 

of instructions to candidates for CGE TYPewriting test 

(Annexure_A/4). The Said point 17 States that candidates 

should ensure that their typewritersare 
in good working 

Coflthtion. No fresh chance will be 
given to the candidates 

whose typewriters go out of order while typewriting. while 

advancing her claim, the applicant has quoted a precedent. 

She has Stated that one Haren&a Frasad Singh), who appeared 

in 1989 Examinat'One was appointed through re
-tyewrjtjng test 

h1dfl 23.6 199j t is the claim of the applicant that she 

stands on a better tooting than the Said H.IP.Singh because 

he had failed in the first typewriting test. The reply of the 

respondents is that there is no similarity between the two cases 

on the ground that such candidates were called for second 
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typewriting test after the result for cG,1989 was 

&flnounced. ThIs was done in order to fill up unfilled 

vacancies in certajr categories in some Zone. such 

opportunity was given to all the Candidates who did not 

qualify in the first attempt. We are unable to agree with 

the contention of the respondents that the case of the 

applicant IS totally different from the case of One H.P. 

Slngh, as referred to above. In the instant case, the 

applicant brought her typewriter which broke down and she 

was allowed to appear again with last batch on the same 

,in Ohich she was Successful. Her result was also announced 

Provisionally. in such a .situatioh, it is not understood 

as to why her case was not considered. she definitely 

stands on a better footing than the case of 	$ingh who 
was 	

Succes sful Only in the second typewriting test in the 

CG,1989. If her Typejjter broke-do, she Should not 

have been alloWed to appear again or her result should not 
However, . 

have been announced, ct-we find that. she was allowed to 

appear with the li1batch on the same day in the tYPewriting 
( test in which she was successful and her name was included 

in the provisional list of successful candidates as at 

Annexure_A/2 0  There is no allegation that she adopted 
a 

unfair means to achje Lthe Success, Her case has been 

re.jected(Anflexure...A6) only on the ground that as per 

instructions, no second chance wauld be given in case of 

break-.down of typewriter while typewriting. The matter has 

to be considered in Its totality and not °n•rnere technical 

point which has been stated in the Instructions as contained 

at Annexure_A/4. 
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We have heard the learned counsel for the parties, 

and perd the materials on record. 

in view of the facts and circumstances of the 

case, as. analysed above, the rejection letter as at Aflflexure-il6 

does not stand, in that view of the matter, we feel that 	I 

it would be appropriate and fair 

considered by the respondent concerned for inclusion of her 
sel,ect 

name in the finalLi ' l992. The respondents are 

directed to consider the matter accordingly within three 

months from the date of receipt of a copy of this order. 

This O.A. is disposed of in terms of the aforesaid direction 

with no order as to the costs. 

I 	akshman !Iia) 	 (L.R .K.lPrasad) 
Member (J) 
	 Memberk) 

Mah to 


