IN THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL
PRINCIPAL BENCH, NEW CELHI,

0h,1844/89 Date of Decizions7.7.93.
Shri Vijay Nsth Singh Applicant
Versus |
Union of India & Ore, | Responcents
Shri P,P, Khurana Counsel for the responcents

CORAM: The Hon, Mr, I.K. RASGOTRA, Member(A)
The Hon, Mr. C.J. ROY, Member(J)

JUDGEMENT (Oral) -

P

delivered by Hon.,Member(J) Shri I.K.RASGOTRA)

When the case was called up for final hearing neither
the applicanﬁ nor his counsel was present, This is an old
matter and we proceed to disbose it of on merits, on perusal
of the record and yith the assistance of the learned counsel
for the respondents Shri P.P. Khurana. l
2, The applicant has assailed the orcer of thé Tesponcents
dated 1D,TD.1988 anc 21.7.1988 (Hnnexurelﬁ=1 anc  A=2
respectively). HAccording té the order, the selgction‘nf the
applicant as Junicr Engineer wes conceé}ed. The . brief

facts of the case are that while employe

s Telephaone Opegy

48]

the applicant appeared in the depgrtmental examination -y

for the post of Junior Engineer: lmhile the épplicaﬁt ;laias
that he sppesred in the departmental examinetion far the

vecancies of 1979, the respondents have brounoht out in the
f

gounter af he
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xaminegt

I

idavi t thet the applicant gasse
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on
eagainst the vacancies'of 1981, He - was’ deciared

successful in the yesr 1984 for the post of Junior Emgineer
against 15% quota of vacancies for the yesr 1981. He uwas
orcered to proceed lfor Junicr Engineer’s Treaining repecaterdly
in Fehrusry 1985, Noyember 1985 anc May 19286, The anplicant
howsever, failed to report for training on one ground or the
cther, In para 4.8 of the counter affidavit, the resnondents
have stated that 1t is incumbent to csll such cancidates to
report for training as deferment of tlraining for indefinite
pericd sizh jeopardisgﬁthe iﬁterest of the candidates waiting

in the pipe line, The Uepartment af Parsonnel anc Treining
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which is the apex body for regulating the service concitions

of Central Government employees, after considering the
’ i

relevant aspects, has decided that "a minimum of -nine months

period mey be allowéd for deferment of the training zfter

uhiqh.the offer of appointment will lapse and cannot be

revived except in public interest. In view of these
instructions, the candidste was given-emple opportunity but
still ho ¢id not report for the training. Therefore, his

1

name was struck off from the list,

3. In this context tHéy have attached a capy of the Exeéutive

instructions cated 25.5,79 uhich deal uith the subject of

¢

. Ytreatment' of candidates who de“not respond to the czll for

training,

4, In the rejoindsr filed, - the petiticner hzs not specifically

rebutted the averments made by .the respondents.,

5. In view of the clear sverments ‘of the respondents, we see

no reason fo not to rely on the position expleined by the

respondents. In the above fazcts and circumstances, we are not

inclined to interfere in the matter,

6. Accordingly, the OA-is dismissed ss bereft of merit with, ./

"no order as to costs. ' . N
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