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Central Administrative Tribunal

Principal Bench

O.A. 190A/97

- New Delhi this the i2 th day of March, 1998

Hon'ble Shri S.R. Adige, Vice Chairman(A).
Hon'ble Smt. Lakshmi Swamianthan, Member(J). ^

1 . Shri Vinay Kant Rao,
B-572, Subhash Vihar,
North Goncia,
~Delhi-53,

2. Shri.Zahid Ali Siddique,
S/o Shri Mohd. Zafar Ali Siddique,
R Z P- 3 71 / 5, Ra j Ma ga i~ -■ II,
Palam Colony,
New Delhi-45.

3. Ms. Sapna,
W/o Shri Rajeev Goel,
175, Harish Vihar,
Pitampura,
Delhi. ■ ' ' •Applicants.

By Advocate Shri V. S,. R, Krishna with Shri R.K. Shukla,
counsel.

V & r s u s

1 . Chief Secretary,
Govt. of NCI of Delhi,
5, Shamnath Marg,
Delhi.

2. Director,
•Directorate of Social Welfare,
Govt. of NCI of Delhi,
1 , Canning Lane, .
Kasturba Gandhi Marg,
New Delhi. ' . . .Respondents.

By Advocate Shri Rajinder Pandita.

ORDE R

Hon ' ble .Smt,. Lakshmi Swaminat'han. Member (J).

This application has been filed by three

applicants impugning the. actions/inactions on the part, of the

respondents in not issuing the offers of appointment to them

even though they have been duly selected and empanelled for

appo1ntmen t as We1fare 0ff icer■Grade-II with the respondsn ts.



2  ~ It is an admitted fact that in pui suaiwe of the

respondents' circular for selection .of 6 posts of Welfare
Officer Grade-II, , a- panel was prepared (Annexure AH). In

this panel, A candidates are .shown to have been declared
successful against the general category.and 2 candidates

against the Scheduled Caste category. The respondents have
also submitted that' a panel was prepared of waiting list
candidates who may be given the offer in case-any one of the

selected candidates did not join or .r esign, - tote. <^ud tiu.
resultant vacancies arose. During the hearing, the learned ,

counsel for the applicants, submitted that one Ms. - Harmeet

Kaur Nanda whose name appears at serial No. 2 of the list of

candidates declared successful by the respondents has since

resigned. The learned counsel for the respondents has

submitted that if the facts stated by the applicants are

correct regarding the resignation of Ms. .Harmeet Kaur'Nanda,

they wiil have no o.bjection in making the offer to AppliCcUiL

No. 3 Ms. Sapra, in accordance with her panel position.

^  ■ The other contention raised by the learned

counsel for the applicants was that since there were other

■candidates-who were placed in the panel and readily available
there was no reason to have again sent requisition to the
Employment Exchange in respect of further 32.vacancies. The
respondents in their reply have submitted that the Selection
Board which had met on 8. 1 . 1937 and 9, 1 . 1997 had recommendea
4 general candidates and 2 SC candidates and in the first
instance all the 6 candidates had been appointed as Welfare

■  Officer Grade-II. As regards the further requisition, they

have sent to the Employment Exchange, they have .submitted

that the other candidates placed in the- earlier panel carinot



■<

be accommodated against these vacancic^s

they have arisen after the revival of 43 posts of Welfare

Officer, Grade-II by which time the panel published in

January, 1997 has expired. The judgement of the Supreme

Court in Pram Prakash Vs. Union of India (AIR 1984 SC 1831 )

relied upon by 'the applicants will not assist them in the

facts of this case as that case dealt with fixing of quota

for general candidates and SC candidates. Nothing has been

placed on record to dispute the averments made by the

respondents that the vacancies for which further requisition

.has been sent relates to the vacancies wtich have arisen

after the panel had been publsihecbin January, 1997. In the

facts and circumstances, the con ten tt. ion of the applicants 1

and 2 that they should be given the offer of appointments to

the post of Welfare officer based on the Annexure-I panel

does not have merit and it is rejected,

4. In the result, the application succeeds in

part, as follows:

(a) subject to the verification of the facts

rn6ntioned in para 2 above, app 1 icant No. 3,

•Ms. Sapna shall be sent an offer of
)

■ appointment to the post of Welfare

01 f i c e I ■■ G r a d s -■ 11 w i t hi i n t w o w e e k s f r o m

the date of receipt of a copy of this order.
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(b) In the case of the other two applicants

O.A. fails and it is rejected.

No order as to costs,

.)

(Smt. Lakshmi Swamlnathan)
Member(J)

(S.R. AdigeO
Vice Chairman(A)

'SRD'
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