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I , . Ce ntra 1 Administrative Tribuna 1 

Allahabad Bench, Allahabad . 

(OPEN COORT) 

Dated: Allahabad, This +he 14th Day of July,2000. 

CORM\: 
Hon'ble Mr. P~fiq Uddin, J.M • 

Hon 'ble Mr. M .J: • Singh , A .M. 

Original Applicati0n No. "128 of 1995 
~---~~~~~~~~~~ ~~~~~-· 

Mohan La 1, 

S/o Sri Baddri Prasad, 

Res idencg of Janakpuri Colony, 

Ram Ghat Road, Aligarh. 

• • • Applicant. 

Counse l for th e Applicant : SriDevendra Dahama,Adv. 

Versus 

l. Manage r, 

Gove rnment of India Press, 

A ligarh . 

2. Union of India thr ough 

Ma nager , Gov~ rnment of India Press, 

A liga rh. 

• • • Respondents. 

Counse 1 for the Respondents: Sri -N . B. Sinqh, Adv . 

Q. B. Q. §_ B. (Open Court) 

(By Hon '.ble ' "~r. Rafiq Uddin , J.~~ .) 

The applicant seeks a direct i on to be issued 

to the respo~dent No.l to decide the representation 

of the applicant dated 1 8 .1.95 within st ipulated time. 
t : 

' ' 2 . The case of the applicant in _-brimis· ~ that . ~"' ' 
respondent No.l i.ivited aoplicaflt,.(.frQ'n the Employment 

.. ( . : 

Exchange, Aligarh -for·..- makinq a ppointment on the post 

of Workman. The Employment Exchange, Aliaarh ~ 

forwarded tha name of the applica nt for c onsideration 
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for appointment. The applicant was also vide notice 

dated l6.ll.1994 issued by the respondent No.l called 

for inte rview on 07 .12 .1 994 in the Office of the 

respondent No. l v1 ith Oriq ina l Certificate and Ch aracter 

Certificate. The applicant claims that he was prese nt 

at the time of inte rvi-.:>w with a 11 r equisite OrJigina l 

Certificates . Th e applicant is a Scheduled Caste 

Candidate and he was not int ~rviev1ed on 07 .12 .1 904. The .. 

applicant submitted the representation on l~.l .1 995 to 

respondent No.l (A copy which has bee n Annexed as 
, 

Annexure- 4)but the same has not been decided by the 

respondents. The respondents in their c ount e r reply 

have denied that applicant was deprived from participatino 

in the inti:1 rview. The respondents on the other hand 

claims that the applicant did not produce Oriainal 

Testimonial before the selection Board . Howev er, the 

a pp licant was called for test and interview durino the 

period of test and int2 rview but he did not remain 

pre sent ti 11 the end of interv ie~1 • The se lect ion of the 

candidates ~1er2 made on the basis of merit. 

1 . It i s ev·idertfrom the perusal of the pleadings 

that th e grievance of the applicant is that the resoonnent~ 

No.l has not conside red and r ep lied his representation. 

The respol"ldent No.l has statect that the r espondent is not 

lenally botrfdto reply the represent ation of the applicant. 

'tie also agree from the stand taken by the re sp0nrlents 

because the representation in qu estion is not a statutary 

represent ation having not been provided under any rules. 

There fore, respondent No .1 is not b ?und to reply the same. 

The O.A . is mis- conceived and is accordingly dismissed . 

4. There shall be no order as to costs. 
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A .M. J .M • 


