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ORDER
HON'BLE MR. SANJEEV KAUSHIK , MEMBER (J)

The applicant has filed this O.A., inter-alia, aggrieved by
action of the respondents in rejecting his candidature on the
sole ground of filling in the verification in two different
languages i.e. English and Hindi in the form and in the

examination and that he should be considered for
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orally informed that since the verification column in the form
filled in and thereupon verification column in the paper
have been filled in two different languages i.e. English and
Hindi, therefore, it was presumed that the applicant is not
the same person. At the time of verification of documents
the applicant filled the verification both in Hindi and English

to demonstrate that he is the same person who has filled in
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the form and has appeared for the examination. The

applicant approached this Tribunal by O.A. No. 314/2013 .
which was disposed of on 12.4.20{3 with liberty to the
applicant to file a representation which was to be decided by
respondents. The applicant submitted a representation on
13.5.2013 but to no avail. Hence the O.A.

The respondent have ﬂled reply opposing the O.A. They

submit that appllcant has falled to understand the reasons
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During scrutlny of appllcation ﬁl{t was’ fo_und that he has
reproduced the paragraph onIy in English while as per the
instructions he was to reproduce in both in Hindi and as well
as in English. As per Annexure R-3, it is clear that applicant
has reproduced the paragraph in Hindi while submitting his
application. As such it was not possible for the respondents

to compare and verify his hand writing in OMR Answer sheet

with that of his application form. It led to non verification of
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his presence during written examination and as such his
candidature was rightly cancelled.

4. We have heard learned couns_el for the parties at length and
examined the material on file,

5. A perusal of the notification dated 16.12.2010 (A-2)} would
show that same contains instructions to the candidates in
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the action of the respondents and the O.A. is accordingly
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dismissed. No costs. gW

(SANJEEV KAUSHIK)
MEMBER (J)

(MRS. MEENAKSHI HOOJA)
MEMBER (A)
Place: Jaipur
Dated: 79.7. 2s1¢
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