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IN THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL, JAIPUR BENCH, JA IPUR. 

* * * 
nate of Decision: 26.7.2000-

OA 208/94 

Pravesh Kumar, Dinesh Kumar, Poonam Chand, Phool-Chand, Prem 

Chand, Ghanshyam, Gurudayal, •''>Shviani Kumar, Dilip Kwnar and 

Rakesh Kumar 

••• APJ21 icants 

V/S 

1. Union- of India through Secret<=;try, Ministry of Defence, 

Govt • Of India, Ne'i~' Delhi. 

2. Engineer- in-Chief,· MES, I<S:tshmir House, New Delhi. 

3.. Comma.nder \-Jorks Engineer, Kalyan .fv'arg, Bani park, 

Jaipur. 

4. 

CORAM: 

Director, Social VJe lfare Department, Govt. of Rajas't'an, 

near High coart, Ja ipur. 

• •• Respondepts 

HON '3LE l')R .S .K.ACAR\.\TAL, ,TJpiCI·~ r:.:IEI13ER 

HON 'B lE l-'lR .N .P, .NAV.IAN I, AD!VIIN ISTRAT IVE fviEM3ER 

For the Applicants Mr .• Anurag Kuls restha, ¥Jm¥ praxy 

counsel for Mr.Dharmendra Agarv1al 

Mr •Herrant Gupta, proxy co.~nsel 

for !VIr. M .Raf :iq 

For the Respondents 

O.·RD E R 

PER HON 'BLE fv1R .s .K.AGARVlAL, J:JDICIAL l·1EMBER 

In this· OA filed u/s 19 of the Admin ist rat ive ·Tribunals 

Act, the applicant makes a prayer for a direct ion t'o the 

respondents to qJ.l]. the applicants for intervie':' for 

recruitment to the post of Class- IV _(Carpenter, £-1a·zdoor, 

ChOitJkidar &: Safa hJal.a) as per their qualifications,. and a 

further direct ion to the respondents to restrain them to· 

give back door· entry by taking interviews \'lh ich have been 

·taken on 22/23.3.94 for the said.recruitrnent and not to give 

appointment to those incumb2nts against the 10 vacqncies • 

• ; •• contd. 
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2 • The case of the a,p:Pl icants in brief is that the 

respondents have not called ·the applicants for interview 

for the posts of· Class- IV (carpenter, Hazdoor, ChoHkidar 
' 

.i 
& Safai\'llala) in spite of the fact that for the said posts , 

applicants have been called for interview twice and the 

respondents on 22/23 .3 .94 _have arbitrc;trily called the names 

from Employrrent Excha-ge, ·Ajmer, for 'giving appointment on 

the said posts» and those persons have been intervie,.,;ed 

and appointme-nts are likely to 1::.e issued in near f 1ture 
) 

ignoring the leg it imate claim of the present applicants • 

(' 

3. .Reply was filed. _..It is stated in the reply that a 

special recruitment drive was launched to fill up the posts 

of Carpente-r, :V.azdoor, ChO\vkidar & Safai~Jala ·cy 31.3 .94 

as per the instruct ions issued ·by the headquC?-rte rs, the 

chief Engineer,· Southern Command, Pun:e, and in pursuance of 

the instruct ions, requisition was sent _to the Employment 

Exchange, Jaipur/Kota/Ajmer/Alviar and the social Welfare 

. Department for sponsoring the eligible candidates for 

conducting the interviews from 25 .• 11.93 to 27 .11•93. It-

is stated that list of adequate candidate~ ltJas received 

by them from the Employment EXchages and the- Social welfare 

DepartiTent· but it was objected by the Employment Exchuge, 

· Ja ipur, on the ground that the Social ~'lelfare Departrrent 

was not authorised to sponsor SC/ST candidates 'for 

employ:ment in Centra'J_ GoVernment office:s .. The matter was 

taken up with the higher authorities for clarification and 

on recei[t of clarification from the AG's Branch the 

appl.icants v.Jere denied to be interviewed as they were 

~ponsored by the social Welfare Departm~nt onl~ • It is 

st<;lted that since adequate num1::.e r of candidates sponsored 

by th:e Employment Exchanges v-1ere available as per the· 

•.•• contd. 
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requirement, the interview letters were dispatched to all 

-such candidat~s sponsored by the Employment·_ Exchanges for 

cond~lcting the interview on-17 .3 .94, 18.3 .94, 19.3 .94, 

21 ~3 e94 and· 23 .3 .94. It is stated that the. cand:idates 

sponsored by the Social welfare Depart·ment were called 

for interview 'in November, 1993, before the clarifi<-3ation 

from the AG •s Branch 'V\1as received. Therefore, the _applicants 

have no case for inte rfereil9e ·by this Tribuna 1 and this 

OA :am is devoid of any mer it and liable to be d ism is sed. 

4. A separate reply is also filed by r:espondent No-.4 

i.e.o Social vJelfan~·Department, Government of Rajasthan, 

, Ja ipur, wh ich is on record • 

5. Heard the learned counsel for the parties and also 
- ( 

perused the whole' record. 

6. The matter pertains .to the 'selection on the posts of 

Class-IV (Carpenter,_ Hazdoor, Ch0\o-7kidar & Safaiwala) of 

the year 1993. !fli the reply it has been made very clear 

that ,after seeking clarification from AG-~s Branch th~ 

applic'i:mts were denied to be interviewed as they were 

sponsored by_ the Social Welfare Department only and the 

candidates sponsored by the Employment Exchanges were called 

for. interview to be held on 17.3.94 to 23.3 .94. we do 

not find any infirmity/arbitrariness/illegality in the 

act ion of the respondent·s· in not calling the. applicants 

for interv iev.J for select ion on the posts, of Class- IV 

(Carpe,nter/Mazdoor/Chowkidar/Safail.vala). Moreover, this 

matter pertains to the selection of the year 1993,. which 

has already been over and the persons selected in pursuance 

••• contd. 
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of tee selection have also been appointed on the post. 

Therefore, we do not find any merit in this OA arrl this , 

OA is liable to be dismissed. 

7 ;- v'le; ·there.fore,~ dismiss this OA \,lith no order as to 
...... , . "' .... '-

costs • 

.. cL 
---- ' (N .. P .NAWAN I) 

-. 
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