
IN THE CENTPli.L P.DMINISTPJ\TIVE TPIBUilAL, J.iHPUF. BEUCI-1, JAIPUR. 

O.A.No.46l/94 Dat~ of order: 26.7.1995 

Dilip Singh Applicant 

Vs. 

Union of India & Ore. Respondents 

Mr.R.N.Mathur Counsel for applicant 

Mr.Manish Bhandari Couns~l for respondents. 

CORAM: 

Hon'ble Mr.O.P.Sharma, Member(Adrn.) 

Hon'ble Mr.P5tan Prakash, Memb~r(Judl) 

t. PEP HON'ELE MP.O.P.SHAPMA, MEMBEK(ADM.) 

- .c UL th~ Administ~ative 

Tribunals Act, 1985, Shri Dilip Singh has prayed that the 

reepondents rna7 be di~ected th~ name of the 

rnav h~ directed to prepare a merit list of the candidates 

the viva voce. 

2. Th-? apt:·l icant 's o::ae:: l3 th21t the r·=spondents issued a 

n.:.tifi.::ation dat,:d :2l..o.1.93 (Anm:.Al) for holding a se:lection 

Accounts Officer, W.Pl~, Bombay on ~9.3.9~ (Annx.A2). The 

applicant's name figures 21t Sl.No.l~ therein. As per the 

notification Annx.Al, thare w21s 16 vacanci~s for which the 

the examination. While declaring the result dated 29.3.9~ 

(Ann:·: .ll.-:2) , I:: h.: r.:.st:·or.d·:nt .s .::tal:.:d the s uccesa fu 1 •::and ida t es to 

appe.::.r in th·= vi Vet Hhich 
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H8wever, "his nam& does not figur~ amongst the successful 

only a formality and mar~s thereof were not to t~ included for 

preparation of the merit list. Th~ applicant has be~n declared 

t h •':: 1~ •'? .::1 r •':: on 1 y t \v O:• s i:. a oJ <? e o f .::: :·:am i n a t i O:• n , b .:. i:. h O:• :c w h i ·:: h a r e 

writt.:;n a.nd there- is no provision for VlVEt voc,= and no marl:s 

far interview have been indicated. Th::: viva voce conducted was 

C•:ontrary to:• th·= noi:ific.::,tion ll~nn:·:.Al. Th·:::r.:::for.:::, e:·:clusion of 

the applicant's name from the pan:::l of successful candidate-s is 

unjustified. 

3. The respondents in th:::ir reply have stated that the 

applicant h.::td qualifi:::cl in th:::- -vn~il:t.:::n .;:;::amination as well as 

viva voce but s1nca there w:::re only 16 posts and th::: number of 

their merit, and the applicant could not figure in the list of 

successful candidatee for the reason that he was low in m:::rit. 

4. On 13.:.1995, the respondents were directed to produce the 

r<'? C•:Ord r.:::J.a tin9 i:.h·=- ·=:-:ami n-::1 t i o:•n - .c ,_,.!.. 

C perused by us as ~=ll a2 by the learned coun2::-l for the 

~pplic3nt. The recorda show that th::: applicant had passed both 

the written t:::st and the viva voce. How?ver, he did not secure 

hi ·~h .:::n·:ough ma L~l:s in the aggregate to be able ··- -L'-' 

the first 16 candidates as the number of v~cancies was only 16. 

c:: 
Jo 

arguments that there was in fact no provision for viva voce in 

the scheme of examination and no marks had been .c- ~-.L I_} L 

( 

th::: viv.:;, v•:.c•?. 

k,r·=~min~tion "~s C•n ~ 9. 3. 1994 voc.::: v1as 
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12th July 1994. The a~plic~nt h&d zuffici2nt natic~ far 

It is onl7 because of th~ ~elative merit of va~ioua candidates 

who a~~eared in tha e~amination th&t the ap~licant could nat be 

included in the first 16 candidates. 

6. In the circumztancaa, w~ find no merit in this application 

and it is dizmia3ed with no order a3 to coats. 

Member(Judl) Member(Adm.). 


