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CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL: PRINCIPAL BENCH

Original Application No„ 1159 of 2001

N e w D e ]. hi i „ t hi i s t [• i e 81 h cl a y o f M a y,, 200 i

HON'BLE MR-KULDIP SINGH,MEMBER(JUDL)

Shiri Naresh Chancier S/o Shri An and Pr asaci
Fi: / o 757, A1 i g a n j , L o ci h i R o a c!,
New Delhi.,

(B y A cl V o c ate: S h r i T „ D „ Y a d a v )

Versus

..Applican t

1 _

.4

U n i o n o f I n d i a t h r o u g h its Secret a r y ,,
M i n i s t r y o f U r !;:■ a n 0 e v e 1 o p m e n t, N i r m a n B h a wi an.

New Delhi!,.

The Director,
D i recto rate of E.s tates ,
N inn an Eihawcin
New Delhi-i„

S h r i B a s a n t R a m S / o S h r i H i r a M a n i
Da i 1 y Wager t hirough D i rector of Estates ,
Nirman B ha wan,,
N e w D e 1 li i -11 o 01 i ,.

S h r i A iTi r i s hi K u rn a r B i r 1 a S / o S h 1- i M u k e s h K u rn a r
Da i 1 y W.age r t h rou g hi D i r-ec to r of Estates , N i rman
B ['lawan,,
N e w Del I1 i -■ 110 ri n ̂ _ R e s p o n d e n t s

ir.lJu.dll.

T h i s 0 A h i a s been f i 1 e cl b y t h e a p p ]. i ant u n d e r Sect i o n

19 of the Administrative Tribunal's Act, 1985 against the

p roceed i ngs n ote dated 24 _ 4 .2001 as t he respon dents have f a i 1 ecl

to call • the applicant to appear in interview which is being

c o n cl Li c ted o n 10 „ 5 _ 2 0 01 a t 11 _ 0 0 A „ M ., v i d e w hi i c hi certain j u n i o r- s:,

to the app1icant and other outsiders are being cailed for

interview. It is a 1 so a 11 eged that the responclents are not

giving the same benefit as given to thie employees of the same

department vide judgment given in OA 802/200 dated 13,9..2000

Shri Narender Singh Vs . U„ 0,. I „ .1 othere.



2„ Facts in brief, as a11eged by the app1icant are that

he was initially engaged as a waterman w..e-f. 15-4.99 to

14.7,. 99 alo n g w i t h 5 o t h e r c a n d i cl a t e s b y orde r d a ted 16.4.9 9 and

s u b s "e cj u e n 11 y h e w a s r e - e n g a g e d i n A p r i 1, 2000 t i 11 15.9.200O a n d

now the work is again available but the respondents are not

considering the matter though one of the colleagues had filed uA

802/2000 an d i t i s on 1 y he w ho i s be i n g cons i c!ered an d t he

impugned note dated 24.4.2001 also suggest that a11 the

candidates who were being considered, i.e,» candidates mentioned

at S.No.l to 3 who have obtained an order from this court they

are being called for interview whereas the applicant is yet to

procure an order from the court so he has not been called for.,

though his name is also mentioned in the list as contained in

o f f i c e n o t e d a t e d 24.. 4 .2001.

3. Thus the applicant has a grievance about this order and

eXcept he a11 the other 4 persons who had obtained order in

their favour are being considered but the applicant is not being

considered, so he has prayed that he shou1d a1so be considered

a1ong with them since he a1so belongs to the same department.

4. I have heard the learned counsel for the applicant

Sh,.T„D., Yadav,.

5. From a perusal of the note dated 24.4.2001, I find

that this case can be disposed of at the admission stage itself

because the proceedings note dated 24.4..2001 itself suggest that

the judgment in case of person at S.No.4, i.e., the app1icant is

yet to be received by thern. Thus it appears that the departrnent



is itself encouraging litigation and they are going to call the

applicant for engagement but they are waiting for the orders of

this Tribunal,.

Hence, by allowing this OA I am-clearing the hurdle

which is self created hurdle by respondent No.,2 and direct them

to consider the case of the applicant along with the others.
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(Kuldip Singh)
Member (J)

Rakesh


