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The patitioner,uho has retired, has Preyed for g declaration

Petitioner for ths Post of Head Feader and to appoint him from the

date uhen he became -8ligibls for the said post and for cénsequentisgl

2, The caég of the petitioner is that the petitioner ig g Schedyled
| « He has g grievance to
make on the ground that the benefit of reservaetion has not been given
tc him and his case has not been considered by the D.P,C, held on
25,8.1967, According to him, the D.P.C. was 3 @enerél D.P.C. far
considering the case of all eligible persons, He avers that thwmre

should have been a separate D,P,C. exclusively for the Scheduled Tribe

(‘/ ‘ca'ndi satas,




3, In the reply filed by the respondents, it is specifically
pleaded that no OPC pr0ceed1ngs wers held on 25, 8 1887 in which
any selection Was made to the post of Haad Readsr Mere fact
that the mactlng is held js not ancugh for the petltiener to
make a camplaint No selection Process was gone intec on that
date, Hence, the ‘aquestion of declaring the proceedings of that
date as illegal doss not arise, 8o far as the claim of the
patitlonar for promotion to .the post of Head Reader is cuncernad
it is stated in the reply that the petitioner is ‘the seniormost
among the Scheduled Tribe cand1dates and that thererore, in the
first auallable uacancy meant for the Schedulad Tribe, his-case'
uould be considered if he jis othe ruise eligibla It is pointed
out that at no moint of time when the tyrn of the Se¢hedulsd Triba
candidat ag arr1ved there uas any candidatas belonglng to that
category available, The petitioner was alsa nct ollglble when the
DPC held to considar the claim of the Scheduled Tribe Canhdidates,
according to 40 point roster, As no eligible Scheduls Tribe )
candidate was available in 1978 tha Vacancy was filled up by a
Scheduled Cgste candidate, Two vacanciss Occurred in the years
192 and 1984, During those years alsc, che petitioner was zlgo
~not eligible as he did not Satisfy the racuiraments For the post,
The question of con31der1ng the case of the petltioner in the
years 1982 and 1984 did not, thersfore, arise, Th@reaftef, no D.P.C,
"was held as>allegad'by the petiiioner. Hencg, the question of
considoriné his case did not arise. It is obvious that the petitioner
¥bsing the seniormost Scheduled Tribe candidate, his case would be
considered on his atteining eiigibility for the post, Hence, it
i that.tha petitioner caﬂnQF make any gfievance about his

non-gelection or appointment,
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4 The question of holding a separaste selection for thq Schedule
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authoritiass have to fill up the vacancies meant for the Scheduled
Tribe candidates, the D.,P.C. has necessarily to find out the

elfgible candidatems belongihg to the Scheduled Tribe categories,

For the reasons stated sbove, this petition fails and is,
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therefore, dismissed, No costs,
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