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IN THE CENTRAL AOMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL

HYDERABAD BENCH : AT HYDERABAD

0A 296(93:;55) ) Dt. of Order:11-11-93
R.Chandraiah
eesfApplicant
Vs,

1. The General Manager,
Ordnance Factory Project,
Yeddumsgilaram,

Medak District,

e«sRespondent

Counsel for the Applic ant . Shri V.Jdagapsathi

Counsel for the Respondents Shri N.V.Ramana, Addl.CGSC

CORAM:
THE HON'BLE SHRI JUSTICE V.NEELADRI RAD : VICE-CHAIRMAN

THE HON'BLE SHRI A,B.GORTHI : MEMBER (ADMN)




0A No. 296/93

Ry ATt Pl
hgB o RORINL, MEMBER (ADMNG)

Judgement dated 11-11-93.

LER1Y

I AS PER SHRI

Heard shri v. Jagapathi, learned counsel
for the applicant and sShri N.J3 Ramana, learned (fj

{

standing counsel for the respondents.

Aggrieved by the respondent's refusal to
consider his case for éppointment as labpurer (unskillgd):
in the category of land displaced parsonsp, Q@E;ft:
appiicant has filed this application réqueéting for {”
a direction to the respondents to giveiéffggﬁ?ggégggﬂoffef
iggpointment made by them vide tﬁcir letter dated
30~4-92,with all consequential benefits. - The(lﬁﬁﬁ}
applicant states that his land in Survey No. 106/2/C
situated in Fathepur village, Ranga Reﬂéy district was
acquired by the Land Acquisition Officer, Hyderabad
for the purpose of Railway sidihg for the Ordnance
ractory Project, Yeddumalaram, Medak district. As per
the extant instructions governing the subject,(i%é}%}

he was not only t°{§§ given adequate compensation but

also the displaced person/his son has to be offered

a suitable appointment in the ordnance factory project.
The applicant's name was duly sponsored by the Employ-
ment Exchange for employment as aﬁé?gglaced person.
The same was considered by the respondents and he was
offered appointment as labéufcr (unskill=d) in the pa
scale of %,750/-940/-. The applicant was asked
furnish all the éupporting documents on the date wﬁen'

he was called for the interview., The intifﬁfia wés ~\\
held on 6-4-92 and thereafter vide Ris meno. NO.
09236/Ad$in/0FPM/92 dated 20-4-92 the applicant was

asked to comé%te 3 sets of attestation forms and send

id “ﬂ; needful

them, to the resosondents. The applicant

ffered appointment as LA

and theresafter although he wa
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a labourer vide memo. No;09236/Admn/0FP/92 dated 30-4-92
he was actually not given any appointment as such.
When he represented against the same, he was informed
that thet@%%%i%% birth of the applicant was wrongly
i:écdkin the attestation form as 30-12-63 andy)
accordingly the offer of appointment given to him was
cancelled. |
In their brief reply affidavit, the respondents
have stated that the applicant's case for appointment
was under consideration and he was offered the appoint-
"ment. On verification of the Attestation formg submitted
by the applicant)it was found that he dsclared his
date of birth as 30—12-63. The son of th#épplicant
happens to be in the employment of the respondents.
From his service records, the respondents found out
that the date of birth of the son recorded therein is
15-6-1970. consequenti;ily, the respondents concluded
that the date of birth furnished by the applicant is
not true. The matter was referred to the school authori-
ties who could not, however, furnish any coéent reply
as the relevant records are mis-placed and not traceable.
The further contention of the respondents is that the | Vs
police verification reportg of the applicant indicated {;‘
that he was involved in égé criminal case under@' lﬁ
Section 324 IPC>which fact was not mentioned by the
applicant in the atteststion formg. On the other hand,
he replied in the negative, to the questlon at paradaz_kf;-
: : which is , -
‘ (1) (I)/to the effect iwhether any case is pendipd 7 - -

against the applicant in any court of lawlat tgat g’/

.+ '"time of £1lling up of the attestation forms. <"

xe‘ E .
0a-bsh—4é—e£—%he-a?p%&eaa$ -{%a learned counselhfor

b“:—
the applicant has contended that firstly there is no

-

age limit laid down for == appOLhtmeniJgﬁtTigg;rer

~ g Fq.
{uncskilled) He has 3also pointed Bbut sthat there is no
A/' . educational quallflcatlon qupif ‘a3 for the saléprSt _

- - - N ...].



As regards the criminal case pending, he stated that

subsequentlyf the Spplicant was acquittcd and therefore,

2% cannot be said to be not suitable for employment

under the respondents, In~£ﬁese circumstances, he contends

that the respondents coqldﬂconsidef the case of the appli-
SR canE)more so vhen the applicant dﬁ% not literate enough r

to know what all ‘was filled up in the Attestation form. o

The undiséutéd facts in this cgse are that the w0
apﬁlicaﬂﬁs déte of birth was not 36—12—63 as stated by
him in the Attgstétion form that tgat there was?briminal ot
case against him at that time when he submitted the
Attestation form on 24-4-92, It is thus apparant that
on two {d@fortant aspects, the applicant made false state-
ments in the Attestation form#. Even though there may

"not be any age limit in appointment as laboufer in case }
of land dispbced personé, the fact remains that the date
of birth is an important factor which governs certain
othergservice benefits like date of superannuation,
In any case, the respondents,having come to know that the
applicant made false statements in an important document
like Attestation form, they were justified in not proceeding }F
further on the offer of appointment made to the aopllcant
In view of the aforesaid, we find that there is no
1rregularity or illegality on the part of the respondents

o

actﬁea ,not é&#ﬁ appointment to the applicant in the quota&h
land

of /displaced persons. The OA is, therefore, dismissed with

no order as to costs.
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Member (Admn ) : Vice-Chairman
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(Open court judgement)
Dated 11-11-93,
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IN THE CEETPiL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL
DERABAD BENCH HYDERABAD .

THE HOR'BLE MR.JpSTICE V.NEELADRI RAQO
. VICE~CHAJ FMAN

AND
THE HOW'BLE MR.A.B.GORTHI tMEMBER(A)
AND
THE HON'BLE MR.T, HANDRASEKHAR REDDY
MEMBER(\J)
AN .
THE HON'BLE MR,R, GARAJAN tMEMBER(2)

Dated: “)-”} ~1993

QBRLER/JUDGMENT 3

R
O.a.Mo. 294 |q

T.3.No- (WP ———— )

Admﬁtted and Interim directions
issugd. - o

Allowed.

Dispoged of with directions.

C”fgzjzgsed.

Dismd ssed as withdrawn.
Dismissed for default,
Re jected/Crdered.
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