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1  union of India through
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eKr-i p B Mahendru)
(By Advocate Shri K.i>.

,..Respondents

o  •®7;^nSTa"Reddv, Vice-Chairman(J)By Honble Mr. V. Ra3agopala Reddy,

The applicant Is a works khallasi. He Is
.ggnieved by the action of the respondents in not
calling hi™ for selection held on 6.9.97 for
promotion to the posts of clerks-cum-Typists. His
grievance is that similarly placed works khallasls
have been called for the Interview but he was
discriminated and hence he was deprived of the right
for consideration for'•promotion. An Interview was

held for selection for the POSts of
Clerks-cum-Typlsts grade Rs.950-1500 (RPS) on 6.9.97.

certain staff of class IV office were found to be
eligible to appear In the selection. It Is contended
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by the learned counsel for the applicant that persons
figuring at serial No. 1,0. 31 , 39 and 42 are similarly
Placed as the applicant as they are also working as
works khallasis and they were invited' for interview
and without any reason the applicant was not called
for interview.

2. In the counter affidavit it was stated
that the works khallasis are not eligible >for the
posts of Clerks-cum-Typists and the works khallasis
are only eligible for promotion as Artisan Grade II
and.I respectively. The contention that similarly
Placed works khallasis were called for the interview
was denied. it was stated in the counter-affidavit
that Class IV staff in the grade Rs.750-940 and other
people were invited for interview. As the applicant
was working only as a works khallasi under the Land
control Inspector, he was not eligible to be
considered for selection to the post of
Clerk-cum-lypist. it was stated that the employees
at serial No. 10, 31, 39 and 42 are office khallasis
and not works khallasis.

3. In view of the above counter affidavit
It is clear that the applicant was not eligible for
promotion to the post of Clerk-cum-Typist In the
grade of RS.950-,500. No rules are brought to our
notice to determine whether the applicant is eligible
for promotion to the above post. This OA was filed
only on the basis of the letter wherein certain
persons were called for Interview, since It was
stated in the counter that works khallasis of the
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category of the applicant are not called for

interview the applicant can have no grievance. We do

not, therefore, find any discrimination perpetuated

by the respondents against the applicant. In the

circumstances there is no merit in the OA. It is

liable to be dismissed. It is accordingly dismissed.

No costs.

(K. MutFiukumar) (v. Rajagopala Reddy)
Member(A) Vice-chairman(J)

San.


