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SPM & ND

' B. Gopakumar for the applicant .

T A Rajan for respondents

| We have heard the argument. of the learned
counsel for the aprllcant as also of the respondents
who was good enough to place before us the list of
selected handigepped persons.for the year 1988. The
learned counsel for the reSpoﬁdenfs stated after j%um
consultlng the verlous docmuments that, for 78 vacanC1es &
in the duota %gﬁ_phy31ca}ly hand;capped persons, the

applicant was ranked at position 103 and therefore

he c¢ould not be given appointmenf. We have?éeen'the '



papers and found that all the 78 persons have been | o
found physioaily handicapped.-~For theMYear 1987,

the=applicantis name had not been sponsored by the

Employment Exéhange‘ As regards the year 1986 the
' Ferew wis .
applicant's c“se was @w&bﬁd by this Tribunal in

the'@udgment dated 11.2.87 at Annexure-I. As such,

we cannot go beyohd 1986. Considering the circﬁmstancés

and facts of the case, we See no merit in the

application'ah@&eject'the same. The appllcant should

‘fwmsa%/

avail of the chances in the next and future Years ahd

the resPQnéents should consider his case also in

accordance with law.
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