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earned Counsel for the applicant 5ri 6. 

P alit is not present when called nor any request has 

there been made on his behalf seeking adjournment. 

have therefore, heard Shri R.C.Rath, learned ddl. 

.tanding Counsel and also perused the records. 

In this case the applicant has prayed for 

a direction to resporIents to accept his application 

directly even though he has not registered his nnrne 

in the employment exchange. 	 for 
The case of the applicant is thatLrecruitnent 

to the post o[ Ganiman and other Group D posts in 

Uperative Department zk the Divisional Railway Manager 

issued employment notice dated 5.11.1998 in which it 

is mentioned that applications from eligible candidates 

will be accepted only through employment exchange. 

Applicant has stated that as per the decision of the 

Honble Supreme Court consideration for appointment to 

public post cannot be confined bnly to persons spdrisored 

by the employment exchange and therefore, he has prayed 1 

that his application sent directly should be considered. 

Respotxlents in their counter heve stated 

that subsecuent to issuing of notice dated 5.11.1993 a 

subsecuent nocice was issued on 26.11.1998 which is 

at Annexure-k/1 stating that those caadidatès who will 

apply directly in response to employment notice will 

also be considered along with those sponsored through 

employment exchatie. In view of this it is clear that 
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the applicant s  s nrayer that his Case shild be consjder€ 
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by the resr:Orldeflts for the vacaaCy notified even though 

his name has not been sponsored by the employment 

exchange and has applied directly has been alio ed 

by the respondents, who have stated that the cases of 

those who have applied without coming through the 

employment exchange will also be considàred. 

In view of the above we find that this 	has 

become irifructucus as the payer of the applicant has 

already been met by the respondents. The O.A. is 

therefore, disposed of as infruCtuOus, but no order 

as to costs. 
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