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OA No. 296/93 

AS PER 	 M 	 kI & S4 

Judgernent dated 11-11-93. 

Heard Shri V. Jagapathi, learned counsel 

for the applicant and Shri N4t Ramana, learned 

standing counsel for the respondents. 

Aggrieved by the respondent's refusal to 

consider his case for appointment as labourer (unskilled) 

in the category of land displaced personsp. çJi IC 

applicant has filed this application requesting for 

a direction to the respondents to gaveectJpthe,offer 
of 

/appointment made by them vide their letter dated 

30-4-92,with all consequential benefits. Thej 

applicant states that his land in Survey No. 106/2/c 

situated in Fathepur village, Ranga Reddy district was 

acquired by the Land Acquisition Officer, Hyderabad 

for the purpose of &ailway siding for the Ordnance 

Factory Project, Yeddumáffaram, Medak district. As per 

the extant instructions governing the subject, 

he was not only toç 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 nam was duly sponsored by the Employ- 
land 

ment Exchange for employment as a/displaced person. 

The same was considered by the respondents and he was 

offered appointment as labourer (unskilled) in the pa 
k 

scale of Rs.750/-940/-. The applicant was asked 	/ 

furnish all the supporting documents on the da

t 

when 

he was called for the interview. The inter1'ew was 
/ 

held on 6-4-92 and thereafter vide kis mem'o.jth. 

09236/Admin/OFPXt/92 dated 20-4-92 the applicant was 

asked to con4te 3 sets of attestation forms and send 

them, to the respondents. The applicant id he needful 

and thereafter although he we 	ffered appointment as 



C 	-- 

a labourer vide memo. No.09236'/Admn/OFP/92 dated 30-4-92 

he was actually not given any appointment as such. 

When he represented against the same, he was informed 

that the Qt&f birth of the applicant was wrongly 

the attestation form as 30-12-63 andQ 

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 form% submitted 

by the applicant,it was found that he dec\ ared his 

date of birth as 30-12-63. The son of th'applicant 

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 
C- 

15-6-1970. consequentSfly, 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 cogent reply 

as the relevant records are mis-placed and not traceable. 

The further contention of the respondents is that the 	r 
police verification reportt of the applicant indicated 

that he was involved in te criminal case under 

Section 324 IPC,which fact was not mentioned by the 

applicant in the attesttion form. On the other hand, 

he replied in the negative, to the question at par ,12.-. 
which is 	 7: 

(1) (1)/to the effect'whether any case is pendi 	( 

against the applicant in any court of law'at t't 	
/ 

time of filling up of the attestation forms. 
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On h&vlf of the-epp-lieen-t, te learned counsilfor 
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the applicant has contended that firstly there is no 

age limit laid down for te appoitmept,tWourer 

A-' 
(pnskille4 He has also point. 
educational qualification.:sp 

:aL there is no 

for the said'ost. 
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/ 
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As regards the criminal case pending, he stated that 

subsequently, the applicant was acquitted and therefore, 

cannot be said to be not suitable for employment 

under the respondents. 	In these circurnstances,he contends 

that the respondents could°conside 	the case of the appli- 

cant, more so when the applicant 	not literate enough 

to kno 	wFjt 611'as filled up in the Attestation form. 

( The undisputed facts in this case are that the 7571  

applicants date of birth was not 30-12-63 as stated by 

hit in the Att 0.  
estation form that that there was, criminal 

case against him at that time when he submitted the 

Attestation form on 24-4-92. 	It is thus apparent that 
( 

on two Ji5ortant aspects, the applicant made false state- 

ments in the Attestation form%. 	Even though there may 
fr C not be any age limit 4fl appointment as labourer in case 

of land dispbced persons, 	the fact remains that the date 

of birth is an important factor which governs certain 

other.service 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 

further on the offer of appointment made to the applicant. 

In view of the aforesaid, we find that there is no 

irregularity or illegality on the part of the respondents 
& 

not 	gd appointment to the applicant in the quota 
land 

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

no order as to Costs. 
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Member (Admn.) 
(v. NEELADRI RAO) 

Vice-Chairman 

(open -court judgement) 
Dated 11-11-93. 
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TYPED BY 	 COMPARED BY 

qi-{EcIcEz BY APPROVED BY 

IN THE CTPLL 	 TRIBIJNa 
BEIJCH 

THE 	'BLE ttç . JUSTICE V. NEELADPJ RAO 
WCE-CHjtjpjpjq 

AND 

THE HOW BLE MR .&0 B .GORTHI 	: MEMi3ER(A) 

THE HON' BLE MR.T.PaaNDRASEIc14JR Epfly 
MEMBER('J) 

THE 	'BLE MR. R.ANGARAJjN flIEMBER( A) 

Dated; 1i?Ji/ ---1993 
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O.A.No. 

AdmAtteo and Interim directions 
issubd. 

Alijed. 

Dispo9ed of with directions. 

( Djsflssed as withdrawn. 	• • 
Djsrnjtea for default. 
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