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IN THE CE1.-TRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL HYDERABAD BENCH 

AT HYDERABAD 

O.A.No. 254/92 
	

Date of Order: 2.7.1992 

BETWEEN: 

S.R.Gurumu)chi 	 .. Applicant. 

A N D 

1. The Union of India, rep. by its 
Secretary, Dept. of Ministry of Human 
Resources Development, Shastry Ehaven, 
New Delhi. 

Q. The Govt. of India through its under 
Secretary, Ministry of Human Resources 
Development, Shastry Ehavan, New Delhi. 

II 

3. The Union Public Service Commission, 
rep, by its Secretary, Govt. Of India, 
New Delhi. 	 .. Respondents. 

Counsel for the Applicant .. Mr.C.Narendar 

Counsel for the Respondents .. 	Mr.N,V.Rarnana 

CCRAM: - 

HCN' BLE SHRI N. BALASUERNIANIAN, MEMBER(ADMN.) 

HCN' BLE SHRI T. CHANDRASE:;fjAA REDLY, HEMBER(JUDL.) 

(0rdér of the Division Bench delivered by 

Hon ' ble Shri T.Chandrasekhare Rec9dy, Memher(Judl.) 
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This is an application filed by the applicant 

herein under Section 19 of the Administrative Tribunals Act, 

to declare the action of the respondents as illegal and contrary 

to law in notissuing the appointment order appointing the applicant 

as Deputy Educational Adviser (Technical) Education Department 

in the Ministry of Human Resources Development, New Delhi, persuant 

to the letter dated 31.8.1989 issued by the Union Public Service 

Commission, New Delhi and for certain other reliefs. 	 - 

The applicant was appointed as Deputy Director of 

Training in Advanced Training Institute, Bombay,  which is 

under the control of Government of India, Director General 

Employment and Training, Ministry of Labour w.e.f. 1980. The 

Union Public Service Commission, New Delhi,-had advertised vide 

its advertisement No.12 item 6 dated 25.389 to the post of Deput 

Educational Adviser (Tech.) which was exclusively reserved for 

the Scheduled Tribe for which the applicant applied. The applicant 

was selected to the said post by the Union Public Service 

Commission after due process of law. The Union Public Services 

Commission, through its letter No.F1/72/89-R.Iv/Roll.No.27 

dated 31.8.1989, had recommended the name of the applicant for 

appointment 	to the post of R Deputy Educational Adviser(Tech.) 

in the Department of Education, Ministry of Human Resources 

Development, Government of India. In spite of the said recommen-

dation, the applicant was not given appointment to the said post.. 

So, the applicant made representations in vain to the Government 

of India, to give appointment to the said post. As he failed in 

his attempts to get appointment to the said post, the applicant 

had approachod this Tribunal for the relief(s) as indicated above. 

Counter is filed by the respondents opposing th4s CA. 

We have heard Mr C.Narendar, Advocate for the applicant 

and Mr NV Ramana, Standing Counsel for the respondents. 
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To 

The Secretary, Union of India, Dept. of Ministry of 
Human Resources Development, Shastry Ehavan, New Leihi. 

The Secretary, Govt. of India, Ministry of Human Resources 
Development, Shastry Ehavan, New Delhi. 

The Secretary, Uthion Public Service Commission, Govt.of India, 
New Delhi. 

4 	One copy to Mr.C.Narender, Advocate,2...2_1075/15...A 
Bhagantherpet, Hyd. 

S.One copy to Mr.N.V.Rarnana, Addl. CGSC. CAT.Hyd. 

6. One copy to Hon'ble Mr.T.thandrasekhar Reddy, M(J)CAT.Hya. 
7.One spare copy. 

pvm, 
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3 . 
To the counter, Annexure - R3 is attached 

letter dated. 28.4.92, issued by the Government oflndia, 

Ministry of Human ResouIz Ces Development and which read,s 

as follows: 

"I am directed to Say that the UPsc recommended 
your name for appointment to the post of Deputy 
Educational Adviser (Tech.) in this Department 
subject to your be4ng found otherwise suitable 
on the basis of your antecedents, it has been 
decided with the 

I approval of the competent 
authority not toaccept the recommendation of 
the UPSC for your appointment to th*ost of 
DEA(T) in this Department.'t  

In view of the letter dated 28.4.92, issued by the Government 

of India, Ministry of Human Resources Development, not 

accepting the recorrmendation of UPSC for the appointment of 

the applicant to the said post of DEA(T), Mr C.Narendar, 

advocate for the applicant submitted that, he is not pressing 

this CA and that, he would be filing a separate CA questioning 

the validity of the proceedings in the said letter dated 

28.4.92 issued by the Ministry of Human Resources Development. 

So, in view of the submission made by Mr.C.Narender, advocate 

for the applicant, we have no difficulty in dismissing this 

CA as not pressed and ±a the CA is accordingly dismissed as 

not pressed. But this order ddoes not preclude the applicant 

from filing a fresh OA questioning the validity of the 

proceedings in the said letter dated 28.4.92. 

MA 365/92 is moved by the applicant to condone 

the delay of 5½ months in filing this CA. AS we have dismisse 

the CA as not pressed, this MA becomes infructuous and we 

dismiss this MA as infructuous. 

T 
Ut. BALASUBRANANIAN) 	 (T.CHANDRASEI<HARA REDDY) 

Member(Adrnn) 	 Member(JUdl.) 

sd 

Dated:2nd July, 1992 

(Dictated in the open court) 
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TE BY 	 COMPARED B 

Cl-IECEED BY 7#A?PROVED BY 

IN THE CELTfaL ADIVENISTRATIVE TRI~ 
- BUNAL vHYDEpAD BENCH; 

THE hiOC JJLE !'IR. 

AND 

THE HOL 'ELE MR.R .BALASUBRVIANOM(A) 

AND 

THE HON'BLE I4R.T.CHANDPJSEYJ4JR REDDY 
MEPaEF, (j) 

AND 

THE HON'BLE MR.C.j. ROY : 

Dated: 	
-) -1992 

0 Dfl-IJtJrnMENT 
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in 

O.A.No 

T.A.No. 

pvm. 

Admit4ed and interim directions 
issuec 

A11o%4 

DisPosj?d of with directions 

Dismissed 

Disrniss7'd as withdrawn 

Disniss14ti for efau1t. 

M.A .Orylered/Rejectec3 

No order as to costs.  




