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Adudnistrative Tribunsl Madras  Be
congegquently direct the regpondent
petitioner for the Post of Upper Divi
Notification vide No.A-340127 472010508 NS VoL S
by giving  age relﬁxsficr by entending Y G O e
Mo.S8/83-Lab dated Z4.8.1983% passed by bthe $th  raspondant ol
congsgasntly  to dirawﬁ-tha Rrch rempoods 1 Lafment s
accommodate  hiwm st suitable place s oot
otherwise eligible. o

For Petitionsrs: My.Prakaszsh Aﬂiap&ﬂam

For Regpondents o Mr.Syed Muﬂ?afdu
roditicnal Govermment Fleader
(Pondicheryy)

DR DR
(Drder of the Court-was made by S.OMAENDRWAEN. T 07

: Challenge in this ¥@reit Paiition is b tle order  dated

COBL09.2005 dn OUA. No. 310/1262/7201% by the Central Adwministrs ij?w
Tribunal, Madras Bench, dismissing the Criginal »ppi;v;tgna f;}wd
‘under Section 1% of the Administrative Tribunals Act, 1985

for a direction to the respondents, to grant age ﬁalaxatiwn, 59.&%

~to enable the petitioner to appiy Lo the }uw ef Uy fdavdsion

Clerk. » o :

e 2. Facts of the case d&uuers from the matsrial on reoord
and the order impugned in this ¥rit Petition sre  that  the
petitioner is a graduate in Computer Applinations and he alse holds
a. Diploma in Blectrical & Blectronics Euglneerés,’ The Under

Secretary to Government, Department of Pars onnel andd %3m1ﬂ7\t£a¥3vu

Reforme {(Perscnal Wing), Government Gf ?HQHCHELKJ( Secretariat,
Puducherry, the third respondent, has issusd & notificetion on

11;08,'01‘~ calling for applzratlonu, fﬁ fhc'pwﬂt of Upper Division
Clerk, Group C, Non-Ministerial in rhc partmkﬂ% Qf ?wrﬂmﬁnﬁ3 vl

‘Administrative Reforms {(Persconnel W)nﬁ}( Fuducherry.  _viﬂ the qa¢d

notification, besides, educational qualification for the pn' Bt + &
CUpper Divisicn Clerk Group € in Ministerial Zervices, the mavxmum,
age limit prescrib@d for the candidates belonging to MRC/ OBC/ BRO/

[pBﬁﬁf BT, it  ig 35 years, as on 11.09.2015, lnclusive of thras
- years [32 ,+3J"v S Qlause 1T of  the nwtgimwutimn is  va-producedd

“hereunder -

Category , - Relaxation nf{&;»; Aﬂh Fdpuit
Nme OBC/ ERC/ BOM/ BT ¥ oyesrs {32 + 3 yesrs) ‘ —

7 ul

s5C ; - 5 oyears (JD + 5B oymaray

&
)

At



Cateygory Belamation of Uppey

Bx Su rvioenmn Lfter deducting  the militaoy pfum H
(For detaila of Reservation ye-*ax“ g frow the actual R P g
and Concession Lo K8M refer eaeved BReL ks Bk :

Part. -1V of General ammﬂ:m.}:l.l.e e laxation ':'é' Sohe du e

Tnstructions to candidsetes) |Caste snd 3 yesrs for MEO QR BRCS BOMS BT

Poeraons with DMasbilities 10 weara { dn yespeot of eeseowed Aappdicants,
{For Physicsl requireeents slover and shove Lhe sdeissd E NS 2

categories of dizabilities (years for B and 3 years
suitable for this job, refer|BOM/ ET). L
Part~TIX of General

Instructionsg to candidates)

ORCF . BRS

Widows!  Diverced Wormen/ |5 vyesrs { in respect of weseoved spplicesols,
Wowen  judicially separatediover and above the adwmisaibls eslawation of 0§
frowm their hushands sod wholyescs For 5C and 3 veprs foy MECS ORDS EROS
are not re-married BROMF BT) . ~ '

In-service applicant Relaxable for Goveroment servanhs u]:h\ 40 vesrs
(Refer IM} : (43 for MBRCS ORC/ EBCY BOH BY officiala and 45

s for 5C  officiels) i accoxdense  with o the
instructiona  or o ordsys dxauved by Central
Govermment,  provided such Govecoeeoh o servEanh s
are working for net less than 3 owsara dn the
pests  whhcoh  ere do the seee Lioe or sllisd
cedres  and  where & relsbionsiop o gen e
eatablished that the aervicea reodered by thwm
in the Deperbment will be uwsefol for effbicient
discharge of dutisa in the poat for which
aelection, is made.,

Meritorious Sporte Persons 5 yerrs- [ odn vespect  of reserved spplicmats,

(For method of aelection over and above the admiaaible welamation of &
refer Part Il of General {years for 5C aod 3 yesrs for MECS QB0 EE ?\’

Iimttuctiiona_ tﬁc candidates) |BCWS BT). Applicable onty o for  candidate
it ‘ : Capplying  under  MSP gquotz  and  bthere  is oo
written teat for them. : :

3. 1t is the case of the pet&txﬂﬂwx' that  when  hw

intended to apply to the said post through nn LLH&, he ool ot
open the site. Placing reliance on G.0. Ms. Q?K&?*Lah,"abQUf

- Department dated 24.08.1983, in which rela“atlon i ogiven to

;candldates Bponsored to Government service, bafore the Centyral
wkdmlnxatratlve TrzbunaB, Madras Eench, the petitioner has submitted
that he should have been given reslaxation, hby 20 days to bhecoms
eligible for applying to the post of Upper fMvision Clerk.  Aftey
considering the G.0 stated supra and by f&*#f?l»&, That the Writ
Petitioner wasg over aged as on 11.0%.201% and giving age eraxafian
contrary to the recruitment rules, is not within the purview of the
Tribunal, O.A. No.310/01262 of 2015, has been dismissed, ag Lt does
neot des Ferve fox admisgion.

4. Though Mr. Prakash Eédapadan,  lesvrned coungsel oy
the weitl pﬁtiti oner  aBsailed the oovrectpess of the order of the
Central Administrative Tribunasl, Madres Benoh, on fhe ground that,
on the date of issusnce of notifi»&tiua;'th@ et iLnnﬂx was  fully
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gqualified and suitable, to the post of Uppay
that the Tribunal bad failed to considear
Lakour Department dated 24.08.1983%, in proper
further contendsd that the Teibunal ought o have
comsideration that at the £a¢ end of tha p&ﬁiﬁiutwt’v 1ife,. he hag
made an attempt to apply for the post of Upper Division Clerck, in
esponse  to the WNoetificetion datvedt 11.08.201%,  and  thus the
Tribunal has  committed &n error, in  dismassing the  Oelginal
Epplication, even a2t the threshold, this Court ig not inclined to
a“cept hig contantions, For the reeson that thse Sovaromsat, whils
igguing G.0. Ms. Mo 8883 -Dalk, ﬁﬁb?AL Depariment dated 24.08.1383
for the purpose of giving sge velaxstion to certain o a?wﬂ};xmuv
have made it olear thet, -
a) Over-aged candidates uptco 3% years in cazes where eligibls
cangdidates within the age liwmit ave lacking: '
b Over-aged candidates upto 35 wyears who have been in the Live

EN7 N

register of  EBoploywment  @echeoge  Lox o wmors than b oyases
continuons J3r but have noet been sponscred even once for sy
posty '

2

) Over-aged candidates uy?u 3% wears in reepect of Ceachingd
professional/ technical poste 1f suck candidetes sce haviog
apecific  experience in  the concerned wpnczu}'g in  the

institutions  run by  the Govaynmsot or  recogoized by the

Government . -

5. It iz the prerogative of the Govsrment to £ig a
cut off date for considering. the 2ligibility, 4o the metiar of
educational gualifications and age. CAsm stated supra, in the
notification dated 11.08.2016,  the Under Secretary to  the

Government, Department of Personnel and Adminlstrative Reformg
{(Parsonal Wing}, Government of Puduahacry, Secretarisat, Puduechsroy,
the third respondent, has notified that the age for the post of
Upper Division Clerk (Group *C! Hon-Gazatted, Ministeriall, in the
Department of Eeraonnel and ﬂdanLwtratLva Feformg i?%fw<n¢1 WGy,
Puducherry, is between 18 and 32 of age. ‘ L

G Neadl&sa to state that itin the prerogative of the

Government to fix a cut-off date, for any £Q”&u4tmwnt and werely

because some woulid be affected, fiwing, =2 ent-off date,  oanpot be

held to be arbitrary.  In this zontext, we dess 1T it Lo copsidey

fhe declaxan Qf fhp Hon’bl@ &pea Conrt.

In Dr. &mlt Lal Bhat v. State of Bajasthen ceported in

199? {h) SCC 14, the Hon'ble Suprems Court, held as Follows:
"4, Ig such @ cut off date fiwed by the

Rules applicable 0 the Mlovant “szaxtu,_
arkdtrary? It has Dbeen wrged before ‘ug by fhe
Cpetitioners and/or appellants that the cut off
“date of legt of }anuary' following the last date
fixed for receipt of applicetions is arbitrary.
The cout off date should only be fixed with
reference to the last date of  making  the
application in guegtion. It is submitted before uw
that the date of lst of January has no nexus with




phom mnd,  The RN (S Sk

fhe application Ly o
ba stoack down.

5. Thisw contenticn,. Lo ouwy wiew, iw pot
sustainable. In the firgt place the fixing of a
cut off date for detsywining  the  wmsximom of
minimum  of mipimum sge prescoribed for o a pogt of
not, per se, arbitracvy. Basioslly, the fixiag of @
cut  off  date for determining  the  mauimum o
minimae  age  regquirved  For ooa  posty in an the
digoretion of the FRule-making Bathority or  the
employer as the case may be. One mst accept that
such a cut off date ocsanot be  fixsed

aed o wath o oan
mathematical precizion and 1n such & wanner &8
would aveld herdship in 211l conceilvable cases. Ag
soon &3 & cut off date iz fixed thers will b some
persons who fall on the right side of the out off
date and some persons who will fa21l on the wrong
side of the cut off date. That cannot make the cut
off date, psar se, arbitrary wvnless the out off
date ig w0 wide off the mark as to make it wholly
unreasonable. This view was expressed by this
court in Undon of India and ancother eto. %Y. Mis.
Parameswaran Match Works etc. (AIR 1974 8.0, 23497
and has been reiterated in subsegquent cases. In
“the cases of A.P. Public Service Commizsion,
Hyderabad and another wv. Sharat Chandra apd Ors.
{1880 2 8CC 669)  the relevant wservios  rule
stipulated that  the ocanpdidate should oot hagve
completed the age of 26 wyegrs on the 1st dey of
July of the year in which the selection is made.
Buch a cut off date was challenged. Phis Court
~considered the various steps reqguired 1in  the
process of selection and said, S
: Fwhen such are the different gteps in  the
procass  of selection the  winlwuw  &ge  of
‘sultability of a candidate for appointment cannot
he &allowed to depend upmﬂin&hy“flamtuating 0r
uncertain date. If the final stage of selection ig
delayed and more often it happens for various
reéasonsg, the candidaetes who are eligible on the
~date of application may find themselves eliminated
~at the final stage for no fault of theirs. The
date to attain the miniwam or maximam ags mist,
therefore, be specific and determinate aw on &
particular date for candidates. to apply and for
the recruiting  agency to gorutinige  the
applications™., 2 RO a

Thie Court, therefore, held that in order to
aveid uncertainly in respect of minimun or maniisim
age of a candidate. Which wmay arvise if such an sge
i linked to the procesg of wmelection shich may
Haken en uncertain time. 1t is desivable bthat such




3

& cut off date should be with o
date. Thevefors, fixing din i sk et -k
date, far from being Akl e makesn  for
certainty 1n detevmining Tl WELGH .

T ow T

&, In the
Anr. v. Sughir Ruamar Jfaleswal, )
date for determining the age of eligindlity
Fixed at Ist of August oFf the vesy in whach the

3]

erxamination wag to be held. At the fime whan his

cut off date was fined, hers ueed Lo e oonly ons
sxamination for recruitmant . Latayr Oy
preliminary examination was slso intcoduwcsd. O
the cut off date was nob modified. The Fribupal
held that after  the EIRVE S Al (R g A R34 il £he
preliminary examination the out off date had
become arbitrary. Begetiving this wiew of  the
Tribunal and allowing the appesl. This CTours Olted
with approvel  the decizmion oF  this Court  in
Parmeshwar HMatch Works case (supra) amnt sald that
fixing of the cut off date van ba considered g
carbitrary only if it cen be loocked upon as o
capricious or whimsical &8 to invite Jjudicial
interference. Unless  the  date i grogsly
unreasconakle, the court wold e reluctant o
strike down such a cut off date. e

7. In the present case, the out off
date has been fixed by the State of Rejssthan
under its Bules relating Lo various servicss with
reference to the lgt of Jamiary following the yeay
in which the applications sre iavited. ALl sarvice
Fules are wndiform on this point. Looking to the
various dates on which different depactwents s
different heads of administration may issue their

advertisements for recruitment, & uniform oot off

date has been fixed din  respect of  #ll  such
advertisements as lst  Jaouary  of the yeay
tfollowing. This is to meke for oectainty. Buch &
uniform date prescribed under all ssrvice FRules
- and  Regulations makes it  easier  for  the
. prospective candidates to  understand  thelr
eligibility for applying for the post in gquestion.,
Buch a date ig not so wide off the mark as to be
construed as grossly unreazonakls .or:VQﬁhitrary.
The time gap between the sdvectisement and the oub
off date ig less than a year. It takezs into
account the fact that after the advertisement,

time  has . to be allowed for  receipt  of

applications, for their scrutiny, for calling
candidates for interview, for preparing & panel of
selected candidates and for actusl eppolniment.
The cut off date, therefove, cannot e considecad

ag  unressonable. It wag,  howevey,  sirenucusly




urged before wuw Chat the ooy o oafE
date ig the last dete Lor veceipt oFf epplications
under 2 given advertisement. Undoubtedly, this :
e a posgsible cut of £ date. Bulb there 18 oo bhasis
for wurging that this is thes only resgonable
of £ date. Even such & dete iz liable
L given olroumstances. In $he first place,
g out off date dependent on {he Iast
receiving epplications, makes 1t mors subject
vagaries of the department concernsd, making it
dependant on the date when sach department s
an  advertisement, amnd the date which
department concerned fiwes as the last date for
veceiving applications. A parsons who wmey fail oo
the wrong side of such & cut off date may well
contend that the cut off date is unfair, sioce the
advartigsment could have been dszued asrlier: O
in the alternative that the out ofF dats could
have besn Fixed later at the point of selection oy
appointment . Such  an argument i BIWAYE  Open,
irrespective of the oot off date Fixed sod the
manner in which it ig fized. That ig by this court
has said in the case of Parvemestwaran Matoh Works
{supra) and later cases that the out off date igs
Cwvalid unlege it is so capricicus or whimsical ag
toe ke whelly unreasonable. To say that fhe only
cut off date can be the last date for rveosiving
applicaticns, appears to be without any basie. In
our view the cut off date which iz Fixed in the
present case with reference to the beginning of

e

the Calendar year  following the date  of

application; cannot be copsidered ag Capricious of
~unreagonakble. On the contrary, it i less prone to
vagaries and is less uncertain. ‘

L A

In our view this kind of an interpretation

‘cannot be given to & rule for relaxation of
‘age. The power of relaxation is required to
“be exercised in public interest dio @ given
‘caser as for example, if other suitable

‘candidates -are not available for the post,

‘and the only candidate who is suitable has
crossed the maximwum age limit: or to mitigate

hardship in & given case. BSuch a relawation

in special circumstances of & given case im

to be exercised by the administration after
referring that case to the BRajasthan Public
Service Commission. There cannot  be  any
wholesale relaexation  because the
advertisement is  delaved or  beosusse tha
vacancy ocourred earlier especislly  when
there is no allegation of any mals fides in
connection with any delay in  issuing  an

0(
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adwar bl famant. . Thek s S R Ye! of N B of
wholewale relaxation woubd make  for fotal

uncertainty in determining Che mawimo age of
& candidate. Tt wmight be uofely o be lovgs
mamber of candidates who might be similarily
situated, but who may not apply,  bhinking
that they sre age barred. Wa ﬁmal Lo mes  how
the power of yelaxetion ©on be saxevoized 3in
the wanner cootended,”

In Blupinderpal Singh v. Staete of Punjab veported in 2000 {5} soo
262, at Paragraphs 12 and 13, it is hhid ag follows:
“1Z. All  the sppsals  and the  writ
S petitions  have  bkeen  taken up  for hearing
analogously.,  The amiy guestion arising  fop
decigion in this case i by referance to whicob
date the tllQ¢bll¢TY ai Tl «»v~ra; campdidates i
to be Judged and the conseguences flowing from
farlure to satisfy the sligability test in the
facte and circumstances of the oase.

, 13. Placing reliesnce on the decisionw of
this Court in  Azhok  Rumsy  Sharms Ve, Chendey
Shekhar & Anr. JIT 1897 {4} 80 &9 AP, Public
Bervice Cowmission ¥s. B, Ssvat Chandra & s,
1990  (4) SLR  235; The Distt. Collector  and
Chairman, Vizianagaramw {Socisl Welfare Residential
Schoel  Society) Vizianagaram and Anc. Ya. M.
Pripura Sundari Devi 1890 {4} SLR 237: Mrw. Bekha
Chaturvedi Vs Unxv&xﬁaty of ﬁaja than & Oy, J7
1893 {1y s8¢ ciG Dr. M.V, Mailr V. Union of Indie
& Crs. 1893 (2) SCC 429; and U.P. Public Ssrvioe

Commission, U.P., Allahabad & Anr. ¥s. Alpanag JT
1994 (1) B8C %4, the High Court has held (i) that
the -cut off date by reference to which ©the
eligibility requirement must be satis iavd by the
candidate seeking a public vﬁwluymant a8 the date
appointed by the relevant service rules and iLf
there be no cut off date appulntei by fhw,aulua
. - then such date as may be appointed for the pRrpose
| dn the advertisement calling Ffor qppilcatjnn%* ix}
. that if there be no such dete appointed then the
,ellglblllty eriteria shall be appliad by referenos
‘te o the last - date 9ppﬁinﬁeé by which  the
applications have to be received by the  competant
authority. The wiew taken by the High Court is
vupported by several decisions of this Court and
18 therefore well settled and hence cannot  be
found fesult with. However, there are certain
special features of thiz case which need to be
teken care of and justice done by dnvoking the
jurl.ﬁlrthn under Article 14% of the Cons AR T IR
vested in thois Court mo &z o advenos the cause of
Justice. ‘ ‘




Comart valioed

130 In view of several decisicns of this
on by the High Court and referred to bareln above, it
was  expected of the 8State Soveronmwent aotifving  the
vacancies to have clearly laid down and stated the out
off date by refersnge to which the spelicents ware
reguired to satisfy theilr eligibility. ¥ TR YT} 7
done. It was pointed out on behalf oFf the seversl
appellants fpetltxaner before thisg Court  Chat the
practice prevalent in Punjab has bsen to determine the
eligibility by reference to the date of interview and
there are innumerable cases wherein such candidates
have been sseking swployment &8 wees nob aligiblse on
the date of making the spplicaticns or She last date
appointed for receipt of the spplications bubt wers in
the process of acquiring eligibility gualifications and
did acquire the same by the time they were called For
and appeared at the interview. Hevaral such persong
have been appointed but no one has challenged their
appointments and they have continued to be in public
employment. Such & looge practice, though prevalent,
cannot be allowed to be continved and must be treated
to have been put to an end. The reason is apparent. The
applicaetions  made by such candidates a8 were nodb
quelified but were in  the process of Tacguiring
eligibility qualificetions would be difficult o be
scrutinigsed and subjected to the process of approval o
elimination angd would only result in cresting confusion
and uncertainty. HMany would be such applicants  who
would be called to face interview but shall have to he
returned blank if thcy failed to acquire requisite
ellglbllxty‘qualxtxc&t;onw by the time of interview. In
our opinion the authorities of the State should be tisd
down to the principles governing the cut off date for
testing  the eligibility qualifications  on  tha
principles deducible from decided cases of thisg Court
and stated herein above which have now to be treated as
the settled service jurlefUdth ‘ L R e

In Jasbir Rani v. State of Punjab rspurfn&‘iv 2002 (1 BOC 124, et
‘Paragraph 11, the Hon'ble Supreme Court held as followg: :
e o ‘ 11, Ho doubt, the Ruls doss oot provide
a cut-off date by which an applicant is to satisfy
the prescribed eligibility  qualification
“pertaining to age. In the absence of a statutory
provigion in that regard the date has to bs fixed
at the time of igsuing the advertisement. This isg
necessary not merely to enable the appointing
o authority to sort  out  the app}iﬁafﬁanﬁ of  the
feligible‘aandldafﬁs from those candidates who do
‘not fulfil the prescribed qudllfiuafaun, bt also
to ‘avoid coriticisin. of & Favoritism and nepotLsm
&QdLth the authority. In the first advertismement
igsved in the case on 18th September, 188% the
rut -GEf date was fixed aw lst Jeptembar, 1997 i.a.




ahwout two wesks prior o the &
second advertisement which was i
after the first ons ordinarily the mppnsnfznu
authority could have similarly fised a date o few

days  prior to  the date of  dssus of the
advertisement; but as noeted eaviley, Lo ths flrsi
advertimement the applications seres invited from

male candidetes only: perhaps reslising Phat thers

was no  resscaakle  basis  for  confining the

recrultmwent to wale candidetas only it eas ddeoided

to throw open the recruitment to eli 1 fomale

candidates also and in  pursuancs the  said

decigion the second advertizement wsag ilszued on

1%th September, 19%8. In such clrowmstanoes fhe

appointing  authority whils dsguing  the  ssoond
advertisement fixed the smame out-off date ag 31(
the first. If thig had not bDeen done then Lheoe

would have been a difference in date by shich the

eligibility quelification pertaining to sge wss Lo
pe complied by wmale and female candidatewms Sugh
action would have exposed  The  sobhoritiss o

criticism of discrimineticn. In the clroumstances

ne exception can ke taken to the action of the

authority fixing the sams cut-off date in both the

advertisements.™

7. - Reverting to the case on hand, the Govermment of
Puducherry have also notified f?ldﬁ&?lﬂn of ane,  for persons

falling under MBC/ OBC/ E&C{gﬁﬁb,'ﬁ&f 5, Bu-Zervicemen, Fersons
with Disgabilities, Widows/ Divorced Women/ Women Judicially

aepdrated from their bhusbkands dud”iwhm arve not  reesmaccied,  Ine
service applicant and Meritorious Sports Parsons.  Ian respsot ol

MBC/ OBC/ EBBCY BCM/ BT/ 50 candidates, relasaticn of upper age
liwit of three yesrs, is permissible [3Z + 3 y&ars}n S

: : 8. Phe ocuter Limit or the last uﬂ>ﬁ lﬁz‘&uwmiww}uu el
the application is 11.09;2&1F“‘&1)q1b¢51f" an o age 1w fimed with
reference to the date Fixed in the notification and ool oo the dats
of  notafication. Therefore, the petitionec, who seeks  fov
selection to the post notified should saetisfy that he was well
within the age, 35 yoears, subject to the relaxabls poriod of thras
years. | Admittedly, as  on 1l. 09“«831, ine date fxmed~'ﬁar

determxnmng the olagxbmlxt?? as

Lhdt Alxéaqy
! ) pe the above
Thouqh the petltloner - hé ntended that he waw 31
of 35 vears; on the date of la%ﬁdﬂfi‘bﬂf nw?Jt"h ttuﬂ» 400
therefore, his case ought to ke oons tderved bw the respondents, the
said contention cannot be accepted for the vesson, thet the age is
computed with reference to the date mentioned in the notification
dated 11.09.2015. Enowing fully well thet he hed cvosssd the age




of 3% wears, he bhag soaght
Adwdnistrative Trihwa&i, My s
of the date fiwed dn ths nobi

érronecus. Thus, on 11.09.02015%,
clearly over aged by 20 days.
MBC candjdate ig only upto a pe

,y@arb“ A Comblned reading of the o
wernment Order in D.O.;th NU«?&!»
24.08.71983, wakes it clear ihat unl; upto L
be given by the Government. Az rightly %
Administrative Tribunal, Madras PBench, Courts ocasanobt  Lssue o
directions to the Appointing Au?hari?y Lo grant sy relavation of

*?%$:+>z ol

age, contrary to Recruitment Bulss, in  which meximass  @ge  is
prescribed. '
g. For the reasons statsad BURIE,  We o oot fand Fault

wit:h the order of the Central Adwinletrative Tribunal, Madoas
Bench, refusing t¢ entertain the ©O.A. No 30 QLIER/2015%,  filed

A

under Section 1% of the Central Adminiztrative Tribunsls Amir 18us,
which has  been dismissed at the adwission  stags  itself,

’

_ Conseq&entlyr the connected M .P. i ¢lowed. Nog costg.

sa/~ :
A”hiﬁiaﬁt ?@qxsTXdz!Rechrdh;

“Z/True pry// xg&qgk%ﬂnqio i

ub Aaa;stﬂnt Fegiatray

o avy
To

1 The Tieutenant Governor of Union of India
o Puducherry  Government of Puducherry
Rajnivas  Puducherry '

The Secretary to Government

Department of Personnel and Aumxna(txatzve '
Reforms (Personnel Wing) CGovernment ofF :
Puducherry: aecretarlati Puducherry

3 \The Under aeCteiary Lo
- Government  Deépartment of Personnel and
Administrative Reforms {Personnel Wing)
Government of Puducherry Secretariatl
Puducheryy - ;

4 The Deputy Secretary to
Government {(Labour) Government of
Puducherry Dabour Department Secretariat
Puducherry :
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o wusd

The Director

office of the Employment Bxchange
Government of Puducherry Veema Goundan
Palayen Puducheroy

o

& The Registrar
Central Administyative Tyibunal {CRTY  Hich
Court Campus  Chennai-&00 104,

+ 1 o to M/s. Prakash, Advocate Sr.503512

Y. P ED, SRRSO of 2ylE
sl

M. P #o, 1 oof L

RERACD])
Fu 08.10.15




