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Cor am:

Hon. Mr. Juscice U.2, Srivsstava,V.C.
Hon. Mr, L.obayy», Adm, Membar.

(Hon. Nr. Custice U,C. Srivastava, V.C.)

fhe avslic-nt who holcs Wiremen pemit issued by
the U,P.Government und:r the notification issued by
the U.P. State Electricity Board, a2fter having quelifieg
in the same, through the egemination held in the year
1987, was grant=d permit for the same for a period
Of five years anc it war renewed uoto 21.7.86, was
appointed on Mhuster roll inthe Civil Construction
Wing(Blectrical) All India Radio on the post of
Assistent Vireman from 20-1C.88 to 4.12,91. It was
therecfter he was given temporary apnointment. 9 pog
9f Technic:ans were tobe filled in ang he applied
and wzs interviewed end offer was issued to him.The
sald offer was aoccepted by the applicnt and joine
the sames but five dasys thereafter the apolicant w

not tc parforr his auti:s. The auplicant has chal



the same order that once he has been arpointed

¢nd the respondents after fully satisfying, have
issued the oft.r znud he has been working from
betore, there wos no occgsion for terminzting his
services without opportunity of hegring given to himg
2. The regpomdents have op.oszd the claim of the
applicent with the plea thaet although the apnlicrm:

W s intervievwsd but he dié not
fulfil. “he qualificetion but ore that is why

when thismistake was detected,‘&is gppointment was
put ti &n end. fhe apolicent was High School, but
according tothe roespondsnts he was not having

diploma whic&?ﬁn esgsential mualificastion. It was

not specifiec which are the rz=cognizea institutions
and whethzsr the Bozrd o2f Examinetion of C.P.S.Z2.B.
whicCh issus2s permit coulc be deemaed t5 b A recognized
institution for this puro: se. It apohecrs that so far
as this pemit is concerned, thesame was taken to

be a competency certificite «nd thas is why he was
given appointment,.The applicent, in his reply/
rejoindez stated that the persons nacely S/Shii
Shital Prasad Pandey, Intazar Ahmad, Hari Prasad

and Satya Prakash Scivescava, b2 t.o v holding

the Wiremen permit were apnointed and were working,
If that be so, cha2 adplicant cannot be discriminated.
It seems that earli=r respondents took the asp}icztion
of the applicun: fulfilling the requisite qualificetion
in viev Of the £ ct th=: the gpplicent was holding

tne permit M7 .lg) eypasience but ls-.er on they

discontinued the sslicant,
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3. Ihis application deserved tobe sllowed and

the respondents are directed toconsider the Case

of the applicaﬁt if other persons holding similar
licence havé baen allowed. Let a decisjon in this
behalf be taken within a period &f one month from th.

date of receipt of the Copy of this ovder. No order

as to costs.lill then the applicant will be allowed
work, ‘

Lucknows D.ted:;20.11.92




