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CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL 3 HYD BKBAD BENCH

AT HYDERABAD

original Application No.675 of 1996

Dt. of decisionsl8=6=1996

Between

1. Laxman
2..R. Rajender ++ Applicants

And

1, The gggional Provident Fund
commiBsioner No.1 =
Barkatpura, Hyderabad-27 S d

2. The SubeRegional Provident Fund

Commissioner Gr.IIX
Khaleel Wadi, Nizamabad Dist.

.+ Respondents®

Counsel for the applicants 1 sri M. Kalidaﬁ

Counsel for the respondents: sri-ﬁiksﬁgfﬁaﬁfﬂﬁﬁnao,SH
N

CORAM

Hon'ble Mr. Justice M.G, Chaudhari s Vice C

Hon'ble Sri H. Rajendra Prasad t Menmber
JUDGEMENT

hairman
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( Oral Order as per Hon. Mr.Justice M.G.Cheudrari. VeCo )

The learned counsel for the applicant

is absent,

He was also absent yesterday. Mr. Lakshmikantha Rao,

Standing Counsel for the respondents was pregent yesterday

as well as he is present today. Mr. M.Vishmivardhan Rao,

Asst. Provident Pund Commissioner, Hyderabad

-

is pregsent tO==—

ee2
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% oA a8 desired by us vide Minutes 4t.10-6-96, Sri Lakshmi-
7

kantha Rao submitted on instructions that in th Employees

Provident Fund Organisation there is no rule which requires

Project-é;ggé:éLg;rsons to be employed and the nly‘rule
is that candidates sponsored bf the Employment Exchange
at@jconsidered. The learned counsel states on“instfuc-
tions that‘ﬁ?r five (5) facant posts of Messengers_which
were intended to be filled up a reQuisition:uas made to
thc Employment Exchange to sponser the names of the
eligible candidates &nd interviews are yetcco be fixed
and‘the statement of the applicants that- interview was
being held on 10-6-96 is not correct. After the names
sponsored by Emplofmcnt Exchange are scrutinised, a selec-
tion is magde 1n-the prescribed mcnner‘and rcscr¢ation

according to roster point is taken into account. ﬁe do

not therefore find any occasion to @ any gri vance,

3. why the names of the applicéncs were not sponcored
is not the question before us. Ali that the applicants say
is that on infccmation being gathered that’ggggainterviews
are being held on 10-6+96 they filed ) representations

to the 1st respondent requesting to‘cali‘them for interview.
The learned counsel for the respondents states that the
representa{lons were received on 13-6-96. We have been

. shown a copy of the representation received from applicant

W
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belong to backward class, that there may be s

No.l. On going through the same we find that it
merely a réquest to provide him employment and {
appliéation in response tolany,invitétion to app
nor an application made according to recruitment

Since the names have to be sponsored by the Empl

sentation of the nature as it is ‘filed. -The app

No.2 has also not substantiated his contention %

is

8 not am

ky

rules.,

oyment

E#cchange.. 'i‘h;.applioants had no loco standi to Aile a repre-

licant

hat as a

P:ojgct-égggg;éigirsonMhe'is entitled to a preferential .

fiéht of employment with the respondents. No mi

has been produced. The learned counsel for‘the

terial

respon-

dents submits that for what reason the Employment Exchange

did not forward names of the applicants assumin

they are enrolled with the Employment Sxdhahge

4. The relief claimed by the appllcang{boilb

lbay arw

that

ffice

- 1s not a matter on which they can offer any explanation,

down

to séying thatdpersons from poor families'and that they

available in the office of the respondents, Th

respondents are likely to fill up those vacanci

vacancies
t the

s and they

may be given employment, It is not possiblé todgpp them

having regard to the fact that employment can ble
only in the prescribed manner and in the process

backward class people is duly protected.
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5 The 0.A. thus discloses no céuse of act

ign. The

same is therefore dismissed, We dismiss the same on merits

acting U/r 15(2) of the C.A.T. (Procedure) Ruleg and did

not think it proper to dismiss it for default,

Dt.18=6-96
(Open court dictation)

ARG SV
C&fjgt%s QQ%%géig?CDCL_,

No order

o P nitbnre

(M.G. Chaudhari)
Vice Chairman
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To ;

1, The Reg'ional Provident Fund Commissioner No,l
| Barkatpura, Hydersbad-27,

2, [fhe sub Regional Provident Fund Commissioner Gr.II
haleel Wadi, Nizamabad Dist.

3. Pne copy to Mr.M.Kalidas, Advocate, Advocates' association
' High Court Building, Hycderabad.
-4, l:)ne copy to Mr, S.Lakshmikanta Rao, standing Counsel, CaT.Hyd,

5. One copy to Library, CaT.Hyd.

6.

One spare copy.
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TYPED BY CHECKED BY

COMPAREL BY APPROVED BY
.
IN THE CENITRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL

HYDERABAD BENCH AT HYLERABAD

THE HON'BLE MR.JUSTICE- M.G,CHAUDHARI
_ .. VICE-CHAIRMaAN

AND

THE HON'BLE MR.H.RAJENDRA PRASAD:M({A)
Dated: 1R~ § -1996

ORDER/3YBSMENT-~

M.A./RiA/CraNo.

LO.A.NO. ?ﬁﬁb@ﬁ?' G}lgb\G‘ ‘

T.h.No. - : (W.P, )

Admittep and Interim Directions

issued.

‘Dispos d of with directions
Di smisbed

Dismisged as withdrawn
4

&Di smissed for Befaul_t%._'__'—'-

‘ Ordefedﬂasiiftea.

‘'No order as to costs.,
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