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IN THE. CENTRAL ADniN IS TRAT I\/E TRIBUNAL
fR INC IPAL BCNCH

NEU DELHI.

OA 1824/95

New Delhi this the 11th day of September, 1998

Hon'ble Smt.Lakshrai Suarainathan, Rember (3)

Hon'ble Shri K.PIuthukumar, Flember (A)

In the matter of

1, Sh .flahendra Mumar
S/O Sh.Mehar Chand
Village Chandauali,
P.O.Balabhgarh,
□ istt.Fa ridabad.

2, Cm Chand
s/o Shri Babu Ram,
Oillag e-Phapunda,
P.O.Oayalpur
T ehsil-Balabhgarh,
Distt. Faridabad,

3, Ranvir Singh
3/0 Shri Hari Chand
Village Hosangobad
P, O.Chajhunaga,
Tehsil-Palual, y
Distt .Faridabad,

(None for the applicants)

Versu s

1. The Central Prouident Fund Commissioner,
9th Floor, Mayur Bhauan, ,
Connaught Place, Neu Delhi-1

2. Shri O.F.Dhiman,
Head Clerk,
C/O Regional Provident Fund Commissioner,
Haryana, Sector-16-A,
Faridabad,

3. Shri Shiv Dhan Sharma,
Head Clerk,
C/O Ra gional Provident Fund Commissioner,

,  Haryana, Sector-15 A,
Faridatjad.

4. Shri Budhi rial Sharma
C/0 Regional Provident Fund Commissioner,
Ha ry an a,
Sector—16A,
Faridabad,

6. Regional Provident Fund Commissioner,
Haryana, Kothi No.635, Sector 16-A,
Faridabad.

(By Advocate Sh.1*1. K.Gupta for the official •
respondents)
(By Shri Naresh Kaushik for the private
respondent s)
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60 Shri Ajay Singh Chand
S/0 Bag-jit Singh
Village and Post Aurangabad
Tehsil-Hodal,
Qist rict-Faridabad

Ha ryana

7, Shri Hare Ram Sharma
Village and Post-Tilpat
Faridabad(Haryana)

B« Shri Sumar Singh Sanguan
Village-Ghorakhpoor
Post Alali
Tehs il-Ball ab gad
District Far idabad( Haryan'a) ..,,1,835:0000013

(By -idvocate Shri f-l. K.Gupta for respondents 1-5)
(By Advocate Sh.Shankar Divote,for respondents 6.8)

0 R 0 £ R (ORAL)

(Hon'ble Smt.Lakshmi Suaminathan, Member (3)

This case is listed at Serial No.4 of tcday's C'luss

list and has been shoun as an expedited case, after the request

for early hearing hai been allouad. In spite of tbat» none hno

appeared foi the applicants, even on the second call!. So nets

that none had appeared for the applicants even cn Iho prt vicus

date also i.e. 7.8.98. In the cirGumstances, ue have perused

the pleadings and heard Shri M. K.Gupta, learned counsel for the

official respondents 1-5^ and Shri Shankar D iv ote, le arned c"'un3S

for the private respondents 6-8.

2. The grievance of the applicants is that the rosrondon

have illeoally and arbitrarily promoted certain persons tc tho

grade of Head Clerks in the 33 l/35bquota meant to be filled up

on the basis of departmental examination without c cn3i J or in r-

their cases. According to them, they are eligible to appear in

the departmental examination even thcu,qh the vacancies in tbo

said quota have arisen after the applicants became aligiblo to

appear in the departmaa tal examination. In para 4,1 of the £,■

the applicants have suomittad that they have been uorkincg as

LlDCs on regular basis in the Office of the Regiorsal Provicent

Commissioner, Haryana from 16.1.90 and 4.2.92 in tho c-sa

applicant No;l, 2 and 3 respectively.' 0,0 note thai ̂  tha
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Examination for promotion to ths piost of Section supervisor/

uOSc held betueen 18-20 in November, 1 992 for uhich the results

have been declared by order dated 18.3.1993.

3, From the relevant Employees provident Fund Crganieati-n

Section Supervisor(Head Clerk) (Segional Off icB5)RecruitmGnt

Rules, 1992, it is seen that 33 l/3/b posts of Section Supbrvisoi'

(Head Clerk) uere to be filled by uay of promotion of amplo/ses

serving in the respective regional offices on the basis of a

departmental examination of eligible UDCs uho have rendarcd not

less than three years service, ahri Gupta, learned counsel for ti'^e

official respondents submits that the departmental exarriinaticn iS

held annually to consider those persons uho are eligibla to ba

considered for taking^examinaticn .

4, From the facts mentioned above, it is, therefore, seen

that the applicants did not have 3 years service as UDCs cn the dot

uhen ths departmental examination uas held on 18-20 in Nov-mbar,

1 992 . As the applicants did not possess 3 years regular seiuicc

as UDCs as prescribed under the Ru!^ for taking the departmental

examination, ue do not find any merit in this application that Its

should be declared eligible to appe.ar in the said examinaticn. Je

have also seen the other grounds taken by the applic -nts ond :c

not find any justification for interference in the matter.

5, For the reasons given above, the appliccticn fails and

it ̂ s accordingly dismissed. No order as to costs,

( K.riiJ:hukumar) (Smt.Eakshmi Suiaminath-an)
nember (A) flember (3)
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