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0.2, No.420/89

(JUDGMENT CF THE TRIBUNAL DELIVERED EY HON'BLE MEMBER (J)
: SHRI D.SURYA RAO)

——————

The Aéplicant herein claims that he has a right to he
deputed for training as Lineman alongwith énd Fefere his juniors
and for appointment. 2s Lineman pursuanf to the Select List
raemé;No.R&E.15/111/85-86/87- Jated 13-8-85 issued by the first
Respondent. He claimé‘this rioght onh the basis of the judgment
of this'Tribural made in.Review rpplications 8 eﬁd 10 of 19é8
in O.A.No;705/é7. The case of the aprlicant is that 42 candi-
dates were included in £he Seléct List and that the Department
has sent 17 canéiéates for training. Subseqﬁently, as & result
cf this Tribunal's judgment‘in Review Applica;ions 2 anag 10
éf 1988 and the Departhéﬁéfs order datéd 26;4-1989, 19 more

perssons were sent for training. It is his case that he must

also be sent for training,

2 Heard Shril C.Suryanarayana, Advocate for the Applicant

and Shri E.Madan Mcohan Rao, AddlICGSC, Shri Pééan Mchan Rao
has raised varibus objectiors as té the maintainabilit& of the
Application. His main ceontention, however, was that the
Applicant was a-party to O.A.No.?OS/B? whéfein he had claimed
the szme relief and that the said apclication has been dismiszed
and has become finezl. He contends thatin so far as the
applicant is conqerned, fhéiorder in 0.2, 705/87 dated 25-11-87

has not been reviewed, that it is & judgment inter-parte and
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'binding upon the‘applicahg énd aslsuch the present applicétion
is not maintainable. We agree with this contention. Accordingly,
the present Appli€ation ié not maintainable. However, we fingd
that the Dep?rtmentuhad by a 1et£e? No;E.19/VI/106 dated
13-3-1989 informed  the Applicaﬁt that iﬁ terms. of the orders

of the Tribunal (ob;ioqsly in the Review Applicaticns), action
is being taken to absork the applicant according to the merit

in the Select‘List)Po the extent posts.are availablé and as

and when vposts fall vacant in’fqtu;e. Taking into considerétion
‘the fact that all others similarly situated are being sent for
training and since the Department by the letterldated 13-3-89
has said that thé Applicant'would also be conside;ed, this
"orcder passed by us will not preclucde - the Department
from considering the case ;f thg applicanﬁ also cn sympathetic

ground. With these observations, the Appliéation is dismissed,

(D.SURYAR RAC) , (D.K.CHAKRAVORTY)
FMember (J) : Member (A)

_ i " Dated 15th June, 1989
T Lovneitin by . Dictated in open court -
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