IN THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL HYDER3IBADBENCH HYDERABAD
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C.A. NO,B30/94

Between: Dage of Order: 1.11495.
1. R.Chandraiah
2. R.Ashok
s Applicants. . }
i
And , N | 1

.- (RS el b AL e "‘ﬂlluldwl.‘
Ordinence Factory Project,
Ydddumailaram,

Medak District.

sssRespondents, [

Counssl for the Applicants ¢ Mr,W%.Jagapathi

Counsel for the Respondent Mr.N.R.Devraj,5r.CGSC.
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0.A,.830/94., Dt. ef Decision : 01-11-95.

ORDER

] As per Hon'ble Shri A.B. Gnrthi, member {(Admn,) {

Heapd Shri V. Jagapathi, learned counsel for

the applicents,

2. Shri R.Chandraiah (applicant Ne.1} i& tha persen

No. 106/2/C uas scquirad by the respondents. Shri R.Ashok

(applicant No.2) is the son of applicant No.l. Their claim
appcxntmuntlg—%“*“ A—

in this OA is that suztablqﬁb@:graa%ediappllcant Ne.2 sgeinst

the quote meant for land displaced persons.

3. Ae the land of applicant No.1 is aéquirad by the

respondents, an offer of appointment was made to him wide
letter dotsd 30-04-1992. Applicent No.1 wes also asked to
furnish thrse ssts o?-attestatiﬁn forms duly completed.

Latar on)vids lettar dated 18-12-1992 thaﬂrespanjsnts wvithdrew
the offar of eppointment and trgatedfgs cancelled on the ground
that the applicent produced a'Schaai Leaving Certificate which
showed that he passed Sth standard and that his date of birth
was 3D:ﬂz—1963. The respondents on sc¥utiny of ths records
found that another son of applicant No.1 uaé‘alreédy in their
smployment- and that as per ths official records the date of
birth of that employes is 15-06=1970. Tha raspond ents
concluded :that thars could not ba g mara:gép .of only 7 ymars
‘betuean the date of birth of the fPathsr and son and as such
hald that the applicant No.1 furnished false information with
ragard[ﬁis dgte of birth., Aggrieved by thes same he approachsd
the Tribunal in 0A,N0.256/93 which was dismissed vide order

dt. 11=-11~1983,
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4. In yieu of the afore stated facts the resspondents

3=

statad that as psr the extent 'scheme applicant Ne.1 yas
offsred suitable employment on acquisition of his land., Tha
ag8id offer was cancelled es the applicant No.1 furnishad palss
information uith regapd to his date of birth. The contention
of ths respondents is that the applgéant Na@.? has no continuing
right te cleim appointment ghainst lend loser quota, if not

T

for himsalf for ‘his son.

L1

5. Shri V.Jagapathi, learnsd counsel for the ‘applicants
states that admﬂftadly no éumb;r of the family of téa @applicents
has been givén empleyment, although their land has besn g.quirsd
by the raspondsnts. He further contends that msrﬁly because
applicant No.1 Pailed in his attsmpt to sascure smployment undsr

the respondents, he cannot forfeit his right to claim employment

for his son.

6o There is no doubt that on the acquisition of the
land of the applicents®’ pamily,the respondents eret::und‘to
give employment to a member of the family asgainst/queta meant .
fer land displaced personih. Following the axtant schame the |
reapondents did offer suitasbla emﬁlnymant to applicant No.1.

If the said offer did not Pructify, it vas entirely on agcount
of mis-conduct of the applicant No.1. In the said circumstances *
I am of the considered view that appl;cant No.1 thus forfaited
his right to again claim smployment under the respondents mither
for himself or for any of his waerds. It is neadigga foom me fe
say that applicant Ne.2 by himself has{ho l'trcu;standi to claim

appointment under tha land loser quota,

7 In the afore gtated circumstancegythe prayer of the
applicant Ne.1 for amployment of applicant No.2 under thea
rasponi ents cannot be gpemaded to. Thea 0A is accordingly

dismissed. No costs,

Member( Admn.
Cated : The 1st Novembsr 1995, .
(Dictated in Open Court) ﬁ%ﬂﬂ%“ .
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IN THE CENTRAL ADMINISTROTIVE TRIBUNZL
HYDERABAD BEVCH AT HYDFRARAD.
SR , , JHOW'RLE MR. A.B. GORTHI, ADMINISTRA-
L T ‘ "TIVE MEMBER.
s . e

HON'RLE MR,

JUDICIAL MEMDRR,

ORDER/JUDGEMENT: | .
“DATED: | /.j//. 1995,

L | - - M.A./R.A:/C.B.NO. o

| | o | .
&AJ@.?SQ/QQ
L e : T.A.NO.  (w.p.mo. )

ADMITTED AND INTERIM D‘I,‘?\EC.'L"IO"ﬂTS 75,

 ALLOWED.

- ! | | . | DISPOSED OF WITH DIRECTIONS.
:DISMISSED. —
IISMISSED AS WITHDRAWK..
TISMISSED FOR DEFAULT.

OLDERED/REJECTED.
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/MO ORDER. AS TO COSTS.-

" Cntral Advinistiziive Trivanal
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