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IN THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL 
.JODHPUR BENCH~JODHPUR . 

DATE OF ORDER 16.8.99 

Q.A .• NO. 219 OF 1999 

Om Prakash Gurjar S/o Late Shri Shiv Narain~. Gurjar, by caste 
I . 

· Gurjar R/0 Meri Bera Station, Tehsil Bali District Pali woriing -~ 
\ . · . Inc.barge 

.Farash in the office of t;.he Assistant Cornrrlissioner of Tnco:me Tax/ 

PalL 

••• APP'LICANT 

.l 

VERSUS 

1. union of India through the Secretary, Ministry of Finance, 
Government of India·, New Delhi._ 

2. · The · Chief Commissioner, Income Tax, Government of India, 
Rajasthan, Central Revenue Building,. Bhagwan Das Road, 
Jaipur. 

I , . 
3. Th~ Dy .Commissioner ( Admn), Income Tax Department, Central 

·Revenue Building, Bhagwan Das Road, Jaipur. 

4. The Assistant Commissioner of Income Tax, Incharge, Pa~i • 

• • •. RESPONDENTS 
••• RESPONDENTS 

CORAM 

HON'BLE MR. A.K.MISRA,~UDICIAL MEMBER. 

HON'BLE MR.GOPAL SINGH,ADMINISTRATIVE MEMBER ' 
'· 

Mr. Sunil Jo~;!hi, ·counsel for the applicant. 

ORDER 

(PER MR.A.K.MISRA.) 

The applicant has filed this O.A. with the prayer that the 

respondents be\ directed· to regu1.arise the services of ~he applicant . 

on the post of Class-IV. It· ·~,is alle'ged by ~he applicant that he 
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is working as Daily Wager in the office of Respondent No. 4 since 

26th December,l997. The ·applicant was called for interview by the 

it 
I respondents vide letter dated 8th Febru~ry,l999. In pursuance bf 

the call letter,· the applicaqt appeared in the interview but till 

date, result of the interview has not been _communicated. By verbal 

order, the services of· the applicant _have been dispensed with, 

· tber~fore, th~ respondi:m;~~ be directeq . to r:-eg:qla:tise the applicant. 
·.; 

2. ' . We have considered the case. In.out-··view a candidate has only 

a .right to be considered. The applicant, who was a daily wager was 

irite,rviewed for -r~gular appointment. Had he been successful, he 

wouid ~-ha;e· -~_been .corilrr!uni~atea accor~ingly .• Absence: of such .-
intimation gi;.es rise tb t,he presumption that the applicant has not 

/:'" q.\!S~~f>=r.- . '-~ ... ' ' ' ·\'' ' . 
.) ~ .. ~?--1,. been ~uccessftil i~ t~e . interview and that is why his services were 

~// . ~~),· ermina_ted or .~., other. words h~ WaS asked not f~}' CO~e, on duty •. 

"'.: B~· \1 ' _..-!, 
\',.' . . U~/, 
. .-~. ''l:- i 

. ··:,;~>--: _ _ __ . ;;/-~ jr 3. In our opinion, when the regular: select ion has .taken place, 
\:-... • .;;p.")•'''··~7 '"'_. . •"' . . .. 
"~ -,'fiJi .. ,.,.; ,, :•. 

. ··-: ........ '- ·:·.: · the D~pa:rtment cannot be directed to regularise the services of a 

·. 
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daily wager. In view-of this, the O.A. has no merit and is hereby 

dismissed in limine. 
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( GOPAL S-;_;_[;H) . - . 
Adm.Member 
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(A.K.MISRA) 
Judl.Member 


