pen Court

GENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL ALLAaHABAD BENGH

AaLLAHABAD
Allahabad thnis the 8th day of December 1999,

Original #Application no. 1268 of 1997.

Hon'ble Mr., 3.K.1. Naqvi, Judicial Mémber--ﬁw--

Hon'ble Mr, M.P. 3ingh

Heera lal Yadav, S/o Shri Ram Bahadur Yedav,
Chheetapur, P.O. Kalyanpur,
Distt. Allahabad.

-2+ #Applicant,

~

C/A ohri H.3. orivastava
Versus

l, Union of India throdgh Nirdeshak (audit)
Defence services, New Delhi.

2. Deputy Director of Audit, Defence services,
Central Command, Allahabad.

3. Varishta lLekha Pariksha Adhikari,
Defence Services, Central Command,
Allahabad.

... Hespondents.

C/R shri P. mathur.
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OIRBYE 'R

Hon'ble Mr, 3,K.I, Nagvi, Member=é.

On accurance of vacancies in the respondents
department, names were calléd from imployment.ﬁxchange
and f@r due process of the names so sent by the
Emp loyment Exchange/the candidcture of the applicant
shri Heera lal Yadav;;ound fit for being appointed
to the post of peon and accordingly letter was issued
to complete the formalities for being so appointed.
But finally he was not appointed as such without
any reason been indicated to him. Against this act
of the respondents for not providing the proper job
to the applicant he has come up before this Tribunal

under section 19 of the Administrative Tribunals Aact,

1985.

2. AS per respondents case the names were called
fromAEmployment Exchange to fill the post of peon

for which Employment Exchange sent a list of 19
candidates. Subsequent to it another list of 3
candidates was received in the respon4e5t§koffice for
the candidates to be appointed as pedEW;:;:the néme

. of the applicant is mentioned at sl no. 3,faking this
documents to be genune one, the process for appointmed
of applicant was takén up and the letter of proposal

 of appointment, copy of which has beén filed by the
applicant, was issued. subsequent to this process a
letter was received from the Employment kExchange

in which it has been indicated that no such suppl. list

was sent by them and the name of applicent sri H.Ll. Yadav
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was never sponsorred by the tmployment Exchahge, and
therefore, the applicant could not be appointed to the
post,in suﬁport of this contention, ZLearned counsel
for the applicant pointed out the details in this
regard which have been covered in.letter dated 12.08.97
which is annexure CA 5 to the C.A. This letter also
supports the plea of the respondents that the vacancies
to be filled Jggtfor the general category and”the
applicant belongs to O.B.C. and, therefore, he could

not be considered for this post.

3. Keeping in view and facts and circumstances
Mei [2onael rr

of the case as prayed by the pleadings from either

sides and arguement placed by shri H.5. Srivastava

on behalf of the applicant and shri P. Mathur on behalf
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of the respondents, we fina that the preeess through

which the applicant claims to be a duly Sponsorﬁ%d

vcandidate by Employment Exchange is very much under S

Shakers

saddow of doubts and we do not find it proper to issue

directions fortappointment of such persons in the

department of defence services. with this observations

we dismiss the O.A.

4 No order as to costs. ///7 p/r;7;ﬁ
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