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B.Srinivasulu 	 - 	____Petitioner 

Mr.C7VNarayana Redd_y 	-- .rdvocate for 
the petitioner 
(s) 

Versus 

HAR Centre, Sriharikota, Nellore, A.P., 
Redn, by its Director. 	__ ___-Respondent. 

Mr.N.V.Rpmana_—_____________________ Advocate for 
the Respondent 
Cs).  
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THE HON"BLE MR. A.B.GORTHI MENBER(ADMN.) 

THE HON' BLE MR. 	T .CHAFDRASEKHARA REDDY MENEER(JtJDL.) 
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other Benches of the Tribunal? 

 Remarks of Vic-.Chairrnan on Columns 
1,2,4 	(tobesubrnitted to Hon'ble 
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Order of the Division Bench delivered by 

Hon'ble Shri A.B.Gorthi, Member(Adrnn.). 

The applicant who was selected for appointment 

as Lab Attendant A under the Department of Space, Indian 

Space Research Organisation, SHAR Centre is aggrieved 

by the respondent's' failure to appoint him as Lab Attendant 

'A', The prayer of the applicant is for a direction to 

the respondent4 to appoint him as Lab Attendant A on the 

basis of the documents furnished by him and on the result 

of the selectionnheld. The applicant's contention is that 

although he fulfi]ted all the requisite qualifications and 

possessed the specified experience, he was not given the 

appointment order despite the fact that he was duly 

selected and was even subjected to medical examination, 

2. 	The respondent$ in t2j±r reply affidavit have 

stated that the applicant was duly considered for appointment 
a-4 

as Lab Attendant 'A' was selected along with another 

candidate. The said selection was provisional and as 

per procedure the selected candidates were subjected to 

medical examination. However, before the minutes of the 

selection committee could be duly approved by the appointing 

authority7  it came to the notice of the concerned officials 

that the applicant had furnished wrong information in 

his application. As per the recruitment rules a candidate 

who had attended an Interview for a simila.r post within 

the Vrevisien of one year in the Centre or any of the ISRO 
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Centres is not eligible to be caled for interview 

4_. again within one year. The applicantkwhe  appeared for 

an interview for the post of Helper A' on 24.9.1987 

in the Centre but was not selected. The applicant in 

his application had suppressed this information by stating 

that he had not appeared for any interview in the Centre. 

The officials concerned further detected that the certi-

ficate produced by the applicant in support of his having 

gained experience by working in Marks Fine Chemicals 

Private Limited from 2,12.1984 to 21.1.1988 was also 

not facally accurate. When thdseirregularities came to 

li9ht?the respondent took the decision not a to appoint 

the applicant as his appointment under the circumstances 

4, would be not in confdrmity -the relevant recruitment 

rules. 

This case was listed for hearing on 29.4.1993, 

but none appeared fopplicant. It was accordingly 

listed for dismissal on 16.6.1993. Even today neither the 

applicant noe his counsel is present to press the application 

Mr.V.Rajeswara Rao for Mr.N.V.Ramana, Standing Counsel for 

ad the respondentf preseP/ qé hpflRethrough  the entire 

record;. 

In view of the facts as afore-stated, it is apparent 

that the respondent/ rightly refused to appoint the applicant 

as Lab Attendant A. The application is thus without merit$ 

and it is hereby dismissed. 

costs. 

J- 
(T. CHANDRASERHARA RIDDY) 

Member(Judl.) 

There shall be no order as to 

(A.D.GORTHe 

Member (AdmnA.t 
 

Dated: 16th June, 	1993 cI aj,E 

(Dictated in Open Court 
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