""ff'?gilahabad- ~.Bpplicant.

e (By Advocate : Shri S.K. Yadav)

Versus

1. Union of India, through Secretary, Ministry of
Labour, South Block, New Delhi.

7. Welfare & Cess Commissioner Government of India,
Ministry of Labour 585-A/2 Mumfordgunj, Allahabad.

1 R |
i | i The Regicnal Employment Officer, Allahabad.
E ..Respondents.
i , (By Advocate : Shri Anil Dwivedi)
ORDER
By Hon’ble Mr. Justice Khem Karan, V.C. :
i : It was vide letter dated 21.11.2002, addressed to

. Regional Employment officer, Allahabad, that the office of

respondent No.2, asked him te direct; suitable candidates to

2, appear before the selection committee on 21.12.2002 at | ;
i " 10.00 a.m., for selecting candidates for appointment on the | 15
f | 2 . » LL.!-I . ; :
post of Phamacist. The proforma aggiaaed 08 vacancies in !
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al candidates. He alleges that

. 88 . His second contention is that once it ﬂﬁﬁ

f”ﬁﬁised that 04 vacancies were reserved for O.B.C.

'”i %&ﬂdidEtES, the respondent was found to appoint 04 persons

:vﬁrﬁm that category. Attempt has also been made to say that

there reserved vacancies, were backlog one.

- The applicant las prayed for issuing the order or
direction to respondent No.2, to declare the result of
selection for the post of Pharmacist held on 26/27-4-2003
parspant to the notification dated 21.11.2002. He has also
prayed for further directing the respondent No.l, to hcld

enguiry into the allegations against respondent No.Z.

e In their reply, the respondents have stated that
allegations that appointment were made for extraneous
gensideration or for money, are totally false and
frivolous. They have stated that the result was declared
on 27.4.2003 and thereafter appointment letters were issued
t®o as many as 07 candidates. They say that since Cement
Factory Churk had closed so cone vacancy of Pharmacist could
not be filled. It is alsc stated that the appointment have
been made as per law and as per the Roster. They say that

in case the number of vacancies as earmarked earlier in

 favour of other Backward Classes were adhered to’the rule
~ that

reservation should neot exceed 50%, would have

gfff#

ypointed for extransous considerations such as fer
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i -ﬂiﬁg the above lagal pos:.tion the respendaat ﬂm}_&_h_l

f;igﬁﬁing 04 to general candidates. Even, for a moment the"

contention of shri Yadav that some of the vacancies were

 carried forward from previous year tec this year is accepted

we doubt the rule of 50% could have been ignored. (See
Ajit Singh -II, and Indra Sawhney’s case, decided by Apex
Gourtl. So it is dlfflcul%ito say that the respondents have
committed any lllegaLLQFr irregularity in selecting and
appointing 04 persons from General Category, 02 from
Backward and 01 from S.C.

< As regards, the alleged irregularities, bungling etc,
we can say only this much that the applicant is free to
BEing it to the notice of respondent No.l1 by giving
application/representation and if this is done, the
respondent No.l will look into the same and pass suitable
order as may be permissible in law. 1t is difficuit  Sar
Ehis Tribunal to hold any ingquiry here into those

allegations.

. So this OA is finally disposed of with a direction

‘that in case the applicant gives any complains in writing

to the respondent No.1l, within a periecd of one month from
today, as regards the alleged irregularities or bungling
@tc. in meking the selecticon and appointment, the

respondent No.l will engquire into the same and take acticn

ricted the reserved vacancies to three, out of 07,
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