appeared in the wri tten test on 4.4,1988 ar

Kirti Kumar Yadav son of sri Kripa ; f'ﬁf;;
shanker Yadav, Resident of 150 :
Eatehpur Bichhuwa, Allahabad .. Applicant,

( By Advocate Sri Virendra Kumar ) 1
Versus :

1., Union of India, through the Secretary,
Ministry of Defence, New Delhi. '

2, The commandant, Drdinaﬁce Depot, | i
Fort, Allahabad. ies ese wes ResSpondegests

( By Advocate Sri A. Mohiley )
Hon. Mc, S..Das Gupta, A.M.

Hon, Mr, T-.L.--f\fgrﬂra, J .M.
( By &ha
o R B ER

( By Hon. Mr. S. Das Gupta, Member(A)) /
The applicant's case is that he was }
sponsored by the lqcal Emp loyment Exchaﬁge
for the post of Fireman Grade-II in the office
of the respondent no.2 along with 38 other
candidates. He was directed to br ing certificatas-_

testimonials by the respondent no. 2. The applicant
appeared in the office of the respondent Rs 2

on 31.3,1988 with original documents where e
he was subjected to the physical and endurance
test and he claims that he qualified in such

tests. The certificates and other doc Gnets
were also verified thereafter. The applicant

he claims to have passed the written
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day by a board of officers,

2.  The applicant'’s grievance is tha

-er although several other candidates who wer

sponsored by the Employment E&@haﬂge-ha@euﬁ%ﬁﬁﬁ??;i

been appointed by the respondent mo. 2 , he has
not been so appointed. The applicant submitedd

a representation to the respondent no. 2 for jfffﬁ

issuance of an appointment letter but this

-.h.- L f =

representation is stated to be not replied to ;r
It is stated that thereafter the raspbndents

"-_@_:;-7,. 3

informed the applicant's counsel tha$ he was n¢ﬁ _

L Eedh

selected for the post and did not fowmd a plagﬁ. §§
in the merit list. This has led the applicant
to file this petition in the Tribunal,

3. The respondent in their counter reply
have clearly stated that the applicant did not
qualify in the test and, therefore, the questiaél
of appointing him did not arise. There is no
effective rebuttal . of this contention in thel

rejoinder affidavit submitted by the applicent.

4,  We have heard the learned counsel for |
the parties and have carefully gone through the 9

records ofthe case,
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ljiﬂﬂi’ the aﬁﬂlicamt aauid
applicant has no claimed
application or in the rej

he has actually qualified iﬂ the wtittﬁh ﬁast

naﬂéﬁ
list, The application s, therefore, laﬁhs

and interview and found a place in 1

and is hereby dismissed,

> In view of the foregoing, the applicatio

is dismissed, There will be no order as to _._y-; fo

costs; | ' %

Member (J)

(n.w. )




