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central administrative tribunal:principal bench

Original Application No.1177 of 1995
Oelhi, this the 12th day of October, 1999

'SoN^ CHAIRMANCUUDL,
S.P.BISWAS,MEMBER(ADMNV)

Shri Vijay Pal son of shri R=a n n t
aged about 25 years nnn '
°f staff Quarter n1'3?Sewa'®Ku??r'
a^Ass?! ̂ ^"P&Oslhi-g and workingas Asstt Pump Operator.as Dailv
Rate worker in Temporary statui
estab ishment in P.W.D.,Electrical
Division,Delhi .ciecLrical

■ • • ■Applicant(By Advocate: Shri Cyan Prakash)
versus

1 .Union of India, through
Secretary,Ministry of Urban
Development,Nirman Bhawan,
New Delhi.

2.The Director General ,
C-P.W.D. ,Nirman Bhawan,
New Delhi

Civil•  -W.D. , I.p. Bhawan,New Delhi

■ F ^ "at i on,Electr1cal,I.P.Bhawan
New Delhi

. . . .Respondents(By Advocate: Shri Madhav Panikar)
0 R D F prnPAi )

BmOMlBLE-MR.A.V.HARTnASAN.VICE CHATPM.ku ,1

The applicant who is working as workcharged
Assistant PU.P operator under the respondents since
2-S-88, applied for recruitment to the post of Work
Assistant pursuant to the notification dated ,3.5.93.
The notification contained a clause that there would be
a  competitive examination. The grievance of the
applicant is that the respondents are not holding the
competitive examination and have also not considered him
for selection to the said post. Therefore he has filed
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O.A, seeking the following reliefs:-

^uaih toln July, 1995 fo^thi held
"fiich are being ^J,S° ""tk Asstrcompetitive exam?nat®on. "'thout holding
hoL 'Sompel??°vo'2^|J,\^te directed to

O.M. dated 6. 10 JnS" P'-omised
of ^°'^P®'t1tive .examinat-ir,n^ ?'^ basis
and Trade Test Tho bold interview
directed tf" I^?/®®P°ndents may be
competitive examin;^^^ ^PP^^^ant for
satisfied all 'Nation since heI" cale i" is°"'no;°"'
respondents may be diro P°®oible, theapplicant fc^ i nL?v • ^ the
immediately of necessarv Trade Test
date of interview. " extending the

2 The respondents in their rooi
^  statement have—^ that in View of the standing inetruotiona, ae
- applicant was engaged only on g.g.ss, he was
--1^9ible to be considered for selection. They further
contend that the applicant does nnt ^uues not possess theessential pua,ification of Drawing.and, therefore, was
ineligible for selection.

the matter came up for hearing,learned
— 1 tor the applicant placed for our perusal an
ordsr dat©d 7 c; ovi u . .

■  "''' applicant alongwithors has been granted temporary status. since the
aPP^-ant is a workoharged employee with temporary
Status, the contention of thothe respondents that he is
.ineligible to be considered for selection h

selection because he was
sngaged atter 1qrr u
,  "pwever, since theapplicant does not possess thepossess the essential qualification
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in tne notification dated

the considered view that the
13,5,93, we are of

-andidature on, that
rejection of the applicant "s

account cann.ot be faulted.

in the result, the application fails and, is
dismissed. No costs.

(  S,P. Bii
MembeHA^nv)

/di nesh/
Vi ha

idasan )
n rman(Judl)


