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IN TIHE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATWE TRIBUNAL
NEW DELHI

CORAM

The Hon*blc Mr.

the Hon'ble Mr.

OA. No. 1591/93
TA. No.

m

DATE OF rSCISlON

Sh,Rajinder K umar Pelilioner

5-8-1993

Advocate for the Pe;itioDer(&)Sh.Mahavir Sinqh

Versus

Lt.Governor,-leihi .ndmn,.
Jelhi U.C, 1. 8. Ors.

. I.K.Rasgotra, Member(A)

. 3.3, tfegde, Member(J)

Respondenl .. v

Advocaic for the Respondcni(s)

1. Whether Reporters of local papers may be allowed to see the Judgemeal
2. To be referred to the Reporter or not ?

3. Whether their Lordships wish to see the fair copy of the Judgement ?
4. Wbc'iher it needs to be circulated to other Benches of the Tribunal ?

JITCEPEWY ^oro.L)

(delivered by 3h. I.K.Rasgotra, Member(A))

Vfe have heard Sh.Mahavir Singh, Learned counsel

for the petitioner in regard to the admission of the O.A.

The case of the petitioner is that respondent No, 5

was sponsored by the Hmoloyment Exchange in preference

to the petitioner, even though he did not possess*

desirable' qualifications namely, training naentioned

in the advertisement for the oost. The advertisement

enl ist s8«

" Essential Qualifications 1, Matriculation

(with Maths and Science for 3nn$,Trade only)
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2. National Trade Certificate /National

apprenticeship Certificatc^cej^ifin the

Trade concerned from a recongnised institution.

3. 3 years practical experience in the trade

concerned

DesirablejCTI trained will be pB ferred.

The case of the petitioner is that

he possess the essential qualifi ations as well

as CTI training in the trade concerned, yet his name

was not sponsored by the enployment exchange,even

though he possessed the essential and the*desirable*

qualifications. It wa^larified by the Directorate

of Training and Technical Education (Page 34 of the

paper book) that the ?SG,I.I, trained candidates

should have been given preference while sponsoring

the names as this is a desirable qualification

for the post of Graft Instructor, The relief sought

by the petitioner is that he should be appointed

as Graft Instructor in place of respondent No, 5

and as he is possessing all the qualifications,

Vfe have considered the submissions made

by the learned counsel for the petitioner 3h,

Mahavir Singh, and gone through the record^ carefully,^
The reply gi'/en by the employment exchange to the
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@petitioner in response to his irepre se .it at ion says" the
names registered upto 6.11.36 only has been sent wheieas

your name has bean registered on 28.11.88 and hence your

name could not be sent to the above said Directorate".

view of the above, ^ are of the opinion

that the case does not merit judi~:icial interference,

as the eoployment exchange sponsomed those persons

who possessed essential qualifications and who. were '

registered upto 6.11.86 on the other hand petitioner

was registered only on 28.1.38. The petitioner cannot

malte a grievance of senior persons having been sponsored

by the employment exchange. Accordingly we do not
consider it necessary to issue notice to the responctents

and . finding OA devoid of merit it dismissed at

the admission stage.
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