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CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL, PRINCIPAL BENCH
OA No.3235/20G+1
MA Nu 2660/2001
New Deihi this the 3rd day of December, 2001.
HON’BLE MR. V.K. MAJOTRA, MEMBER (ADMNV)
\
Udeyveer Singh,
5/0 Shri Hoti Lal,
Village Sarai Post Office Baria,
District: Aligarh (UP). Appilicant
{By Advocate Shri D.N. Sharma
-Versus-—
. . \
i. Union of India through
the Secretary to Govit. of India,
Mimistry of Urban Development,
Nirman Bhawan, New Delhi,
‘{ ~ T - e - - g o - g = e e
2. The Director of Printing,
Govt. of India, |
Nirman Bhawan,
New Delhi.
3. The Manager,
Govt. of India Press,
Aligarh {(UP).
4. 8nri Raj Kumar Mazdoor,
S/o Shri Ram 8ingh,
Government of India Press,
Aligarh (UP). -Respondents
( Advocate — None)
ORDER_(ORAL) / |
\
9 Heard, The Tacts of the case in brief are that
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the respondents initiat ne process of selection for the

-

da d oo

post of Mazdoor requisitioning names from the Emplayment

Exchange. Vide Annexure A-2 dated 7/8.12.34 among others

the applicant was selected for the post reserved for 30. 3
o
It 1is alieged that whereas the respondents compieted alil
her formalities Tike medical examination, verification of

antecedents etc. of the selected candid tes, the applicant

etion of Tormalities regarding the appiicant. As such

candidates, including those belonging to
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which have remained




. &
13

i in the pecuiiar circumstances of the case
MA-26680/2001 which 1is an appliication for condonation of
delay, is allowed, in the interest of justice.

4, I find that in the impugned order dated
24.11.939 {Annexure A-i) the respondents have not dealt with
various points raised by the applicant. It is surprising
that whereas formajities in respect ol other sejechted
candidates were completed by the respondents and they were
orfered appointi the respondents have not explained why
formaiities have not been compieted in the case of the

L
appiicant. The han on direct recruitment was there Tof
every one then how wheresas others on the gelect panel were
appointed and the appiicant was nob, This i3 a cliear
discrimination against the applicant, which has not Deen
sguarely met by the respondents in the impugned order.

5. Having regara to the facts and circumstances
of +this case I find that interest of Jjustice would be duly
met by disposing of this OA, even at this stage and without

‘ issuing a notice to the respondents, requiring them to
comple all TfTormalities in the case of the applicant,

| within a period of two months from the date of receipt of
this order and in case the appli it is found to bhe Tit Tor

appointment offer him appointment as Mazdoor, 1 order
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(v.K., Madotra
Member (A)
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