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cransfer under sectiJn 29 of the Administrative.Tribunalé
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ihe selcet 1ist was submict ed to the higher authorities

However, it was not ucted upon and no appointment orders

Were issued,

Sake .. The concention of the plaintiff is= that defendants

©,7 and 8 were not eligible for appainiment as they were

P . cliher over-agejor not having {he pregcr;bed minimum
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defend.nt. 6,7 and-

Permitted ito appear in thae qualifying tes

stated that though

appointments were made
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sides that the vacancles of gl BeEe
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age, lfha plaintiff also will be over-age bocayse Ihia

'ﬁ%ma has also nnt bzen aﬁan@nt@ﬂ by the Employment Exchanga,
The plaintiff and dafendabts 6, 7, 8 stand on same Faoting
so far as this aspect is cunqgrnad* if it is held that they

iara @ligible for age ralaxat:nn then,-tha dh?andantsﬁgJ_z, 6
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