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Hon'ble G.S. Sharma, AM.
Hon'ble K.J. Raman, A.M.

(Delivered by Hon. K.J. Raman, A.M.)
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* In this application, filed under Section 19 of the Adminis-
E trative Tribunals Act, 1985, the applicant, Sunil Kumar Singi;,h?feks*
to obtain relief in the matter of his selection as Armoz'ﬁ} 'ﬁrfth the | | af-*-
E.M.E., Allahabad. The case of the applicant is that he is a trained
person and had enrolled himself in the Employment Exchange at -"_
7, Allahabad for the post of Armorer MNate. The respondents had some
vacancy in the grade of Armorer Mate and the name of the applicant TR
was sponsored by the FEmployment FExchange to the respondents,
< The respondents, by a letter asked the applicant to be present for
the test and interview to be conducted for the post of Armorer
Mate during specified dates in April,1988. The written test as well
as practical test and interview was held by the respondents and

according to the applicant, the results have not been declared. The
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applicant has annexed a copy of a letter dated 19.7,1988 from the

respondents to the Regional Employment Officer, Allahabad. This
is the letter against which the applicant has coinplained and sought

relief. In this letter it is stated that the applicant, Sunil Kumar
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Singh, whose name was sponsored by the Employment Exchange by

their letter Nn.‘l‘fﬁﬁ/B&,’lﬂl,(ated 19,3,1982 has not been found
YNY )s
suitable for the post of Armorery The whole case of the applicant

is that whereas he had been sponsored for the post of Armorer
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and the applicant never competed for that post. I we"ﬁ:s to !

the contention of the applicant that he has heen wrongly ;ff“ _'l.,.'_:
the posting as Armorer Mate, on the ground of being found unsuitable L

for the post of Armorer. Ye, therefore, seeks to stay the operation

of the impugned letter dated 19,7.1988 and also a direction to the

respondents not to make any appointment to the post of Armorer/

Armorer Mate "on the basis of Union influence".

2 The stand of the respondents is that, firstly the impugned
letter of 19.7.1988 is not an order at all but merely an intiniation
from the respondents to the TEiaployment Exchange, stating that
the applicant was not found suitable on test. They aver that a”cupy
of this letter was given to the father of the applicant on the latter's
specific request, only for enabling the applicant to apply elsewhere
for the joh. As regards the specific post to which the applicant
was called and tested and found unsuitable, the respondents clearly
assert that the name of the applicant was sponsored by the Employ-
ment FExchange for the post of Armorer \Mate only and he and
another applicant were tested for the post of Armorer Mate only,
by a duly constituted Poard of Officers. It is pointed out that the

{;-u'utd-s
applicant does not even, w the requisite qualification for the

Armorer's post and the question of his being considered for Armorer's
post never arose.

35 Sri S. Xumar, learned counsel for the applicant, and
Sri Ashok IMiohiley, learned counsel for the respondents, argued their
respective CELS%: we have carefully considered their arguments and

the submissions made in the pleadings.

by
4. It Hﬁappenr that the whole controversy has been raised

because of the vague descri? tion of the post in the impugned letter
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