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IN THE CENTRAL ADFINISTRATIVE TRIBUNLL JATDOR SENCH
JATPUR
Jate of decision:i7.1.S0
0.A.797 of 1988
Ramavatar Mangal Aoplicant £
Mr. Prahlad Sinch Counsel forf*gglicant
VERSUE
Commander, Nirman Abhivanta
ka Karvalaya & another Respondents
Mr. H.C.Choudhary Counsel for the respondents
CORADM:
THE HON 'BLE MR,KATSHAL KJUMAR VICE CHAIRMAN
THE HON'BLE MR,S.R.SAGAR JUDL., HEMBER
KATSHAL KJMAR
In this Application the grievance of the applicant

is that although his name was sponsored by the Employment
Exchange, Xota for the vost of Mazdoor and he was intervieved
by the respondents on September 24,1987, he had not been given
apvointment. On the other han? he received a comrmunication
trom the respondents dated 19.10.83 filed as Annexure-aA.l to
the Application informing him that all the individual
selected Lor the post of Mazdoor had joined duty and that
his name kept in the waiting list had been deleted in
accordance with Govt. orders. The learned counsel for the
applicant contends that the communication dated 21.12.87
recuiring the apolicant to attend the office of the respondents
on December 26,1987 was in fact received by the applicant on
31.12.87 and he appeared on 1.1.88 when he submitted his origi-

al testimonlals etc. Zven then he had not been oIlfered
appointment to the post of Kazdoor. It 1s further contended
by the learned counsel that the action of the respondents in
not offering appointment to the splicant vas malatide inasmuch
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2. The case of the respondents is that the zoonlicant
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d been interviewed on 24.9.57 and he was selected for the
Dost of Mazdopr but his name was put at serial ¥Mo.1l0 in the
select oanel. It has been stated in para 8 of the countecr
reply filed on Dbehalf of the ressondents that 10 versons were

appointed out of vhom four were from the general category,

two against the vacancles reserved for Scheduled Castes, two

reserved fLor Scheduled Trikbes and two reserved Zor ex-service

men. The learned counsel for respondents Shri Choudhary has

fZact six persons
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clarified at the time o0f arguments that in
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were appointed from the genersl category and in all fourteen

appointments were made including those belonging to the

reserved categories. The applicant admittedly belonced to

the general mm categorv. We have seen the panel and are
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satigfied that the name of the apolicant was placed
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No.10. admittedly no person placed below the apolicant
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the panel has been apvointed in the general category. &

such, the aosylicant had no legal right for apoointment. The
application fails and is accordingly rejected with no orcer

as to costs. ///L JV)
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