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CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL
CALCUTTA BENCH

N0000A01265 Of 1’!7

Present ¢ Hon'ble Dr.B.C.Sarmay Administrative Mamber.

Hon'ble Mr.D.Purkayastha, Judicial Member.

1
AMIT KUMAR MUKHERJIEE S/o
Late Ajit Kumar Mukherjees
10 Ay Nanda Chowdhury Lanes
Calcu tta=-6.,

' L X ] Ap’licayn
Vs. {

1. Employees' State Insurance Corporation
represented through Director Gensrals ‘
Kotla Roady Ney Delhi=22 :

‘2. The Regional Directors

Employees' State Insurance Corporations
5/1» Grant Lanes Calcutta-12,

3. The Deputy Regional Director
Administrations 5/1» Grent Lanes
Calcutta-12,
cee RasanGOﬂ

For the applicant : Mr.B.Chakrabortys counsel,

For the respondentss Mr.T.K.Chatterjee»r counssl,

Heard on s 15.1.1998 Urder on s 15.1.1998

ORDER

BeCoSarmas A, M,

~In fhis application the applicant had made the préyef for
issue of & direction upon'the respondents to appoint him to the
post of Loyer Division Clerk under them since certain vacancies
were going to be ?illed up and thus coﬁply with the direction
given by this Tribunal in the ordar passed on 27.6.1990,
2., The applicént is an unemployed youth and he had sarlier filed

an 0.A, bearing No.455 of 1988 disposed of by @ judgment on

27.8.19%0. In that judgments the respondents were directed to
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symp@theticélly consider the case of the applicant for appointment
against vacancies yhich may arise in fFuture but the application
wds dismissed, The applicant 60u avers that the respondents hav.‘
floated a notice for making recruitment on 7th Aprils 1997, as
set aut in annexure 'C' to the applications uhare typs test yas
made compulsory. It is his ave:ment that no type test yas made
compu lsory before th§ initial selection» but the said test yas to
be held after one is appointed., The applicant filed a roprosont@L
tion on 16.9.1997 to the Regional Director) Employess' State
Insurance Corporations Calcuttas» but no action as taken by them,

A
Hance the petition, | 4

3. The respondents have contested this case by filing a repl§ Y

, , RRE
4. We have heard the ld.counsel for both the partiess perused| |

1

the records and considered the facts and circumstances of the
case. . _ |
‘S%c:There is no doubt that this Tribunal had earlier directedléhg
respondents to consider sympathetically the éase'bf the applicant
for appointment against the vacancies in the L.D.Clerk. Hoyevers
the respondents have clarifisd that vacanciass hadpffisan only in
the last yedar and after that they had published th;haqvaftisemant
in the Employment Neus. We find that the spplicant did not apply
at that point of time. Ho-cduld have easily done so and yet if he
wés not called for the interview or tests he could have come to
this Tribuynal for getting appropriate orders. This wds not done.
The applicant had filed the representation on 16.9.1987 uwhen the
test was held on 22.,6.1997 and the result was perhaps cut. Sihco

the applicant did not applys obviously no action can be taken by

" the respondents in the matter. The applicant has noy come before
us by Filing the application on 11.11.1887 hen the yhole matter
has besen settled. We have besn given to understind that a big

pénel ef 577 names have bsen prepared and the empanelled candi&atga
are going to be issued appointment lstters soon. The applicant

cannet go on relying on the direction given by this Tribunal
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that his case should be considered in future vacanciss. The

term "future" cannot continue for eternity and ye also find

that the applicant is age barred. In such,situation) ye do
not find it is @ Ffit cass yhere the Tribynal should intervene.
For the @bove reasonss the application is ljable to be dismissed.
6. for the reasons stated aboves the application is dismissed.
No order is passed as to costs. |
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(DsPurkayastha) (B.CoSarma) .
Judicial Member Administrative Member




