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Allahabad this the 8th day of December 1999. 

D.riainal_i-$?P lie at ion no. 1268_of 1997 c 

Hon1ble Mr. ~.K.I. Naqvi, d'!\;ldicial-'Member--':.,.;·_.2_­ 
Hon'ble 1./lr,_ M ... P .. iiQqh. fdministr.tiye1Member 

Heera Lal Yadav, ~/o Shri Ram Bahadur Yadav, 
Ghheetapur, P.O. Kalyanpur, 
Distt. Allahabad. 

. . . Applicant. 

c/~ ~hri H~~~ $rivastava 

Versus 

l. Union of India through Nirdeshak (Audit) 
Defence ~ervices, New Delhi. 

2. Deputy Director ~f Audit, Defence ~ervices, 
Central Command, Allahabad. 

3. Varishta Lekba Pariksha k:ihikari, 
Defence Services, Central Command, 
Allahabad. 

Respondents. 

C/R .:>hri P. 1v1athur. 
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ORDER 

Hon Ible l\ilr, ~. K.1_. Naqyl, Member-.!k. 

On accurance of vacancies in the respondents 

departm~nt, names were called from £mployment Exchdnge 
~ 

and~ due process of the names so sent by the 
i 

Employment Exchange the candiddture of the applicant 
I 1.,.-,,, 

~hri Heera Lal YadavLfound 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 w~thout 

any reason been indicated to him. rigainst this act 

of the respo~dents for not providing the proper job 

to the applicant he has come up before.this Tribunal 

under section 19 of the Pdministrative Tribunals Act, 

1985. 

2. rlS per respondents case the names were called 

from Employment Exchdnge to fill the post of peon 

for which Employment Exchange sent a list of 19 

candidates. ~ubsequent to it another list of 3 

candidates was received in tpe respondents office for 
.-,:. ~ /.,ll. e t; 

the candidates to be appointed as peon a-ftd the name 

of the applicant is mentioned at s l no. 3 :"taking this 

documents to be genune one) the process for a ppo Irrtmert 

of applicant was taken up and the letter of proposal 

of appointment, copy of which has been filed by the 

applicant, was· issued. Subsequent to this process a 

letter was received from the Employment Exchange 

in which it has been indicated that no such s.uppl. list 

was sent by them and tne ngme of appliccnt ~ri H~L. Yadav 

J<(__·Q_ ~ <J> 
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was never sponsorred by the t:mployrnent Exchange, and 

therefore, the applicant could not be appointed to the 

p os t, Jn sup port of ~his contention J Learned counsel 

for the applicdnt pointed out the details in this 

regard which have been covered in-letter dated 12.08.97 

which is annexure CA 5 to the G.A. TI1is letter also 

supports the plea of the respondents that the vacancies 

to be filled J;:;;; for the general category and the 

applicant belongs to O~B~C~ and, theref~re, he could 

not be considered for this post. 

3. Keeping in view and facts and circumstances 
nA..t;...f~)v,...l_ ~ 

of the case as p-EayQe by the pleadings from either 

sides and arguement placed by ~hri H-~- 3rivastava 

on behalf of the applicant and jhri P. Mathur on behalf 
~o.- 

of the respondents, ;e finct that the ~s through 

which the applicant claims to be a duly sponsor~d 

candidate by Employment Exchange is very much under ~-- 
.f'~ 
~wof doubts and we do not find it proper to issue 

directions fortappointment of such persons in the 

department of defence services. ~ith this obse vatio~s 

we dismiss the O A. 

4. No order as to costs. ~f ?· 
I 
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Member-A .Member-J 
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