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IN THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL : HYDERAHAD BENCH
AT HYDERABAD

0.A.Nos949/89, Date of Oroer: Qo wanade 4|

M.Raja Rao
+ee.Applicant
Vg, .
1. Additiensl Uirector, Chief

Resident Inspector, Ministry of
Defence, HAL Fost, Hyderabad.

2. Director, Technical Development &
Production (Air), Ministry of Defence,
'H' Block, DHQ PO Hew Delhl—110011

3. Chet Ram, Peon, OCRI, PRSI Y s
Director, Technical Deuslmpment &
Production {Air), Ministry of
Defence, HAL Fost,

Lucknow=226316,
s sosnespondants

Counsel for the Applicant : S5hri B.G.,Ravindra Reddy

Counsel for the Respondents : Shri E.Madan fiohan Rao,
Addl.CGSC

CORAM 3
THE HON'BLE SHRI B.N.JAYASIMHA ¢ VICE-CHAIRMAN
THE HON'B8LE SHRI J.NARASIMHA MURTHY : MEMBER (JUDICIAL)

(Judgement of the Division Bench delivered by
Hon'ble Shri B.N.Jayasimha, Vice-Chairman)

The applicant is a Peon in the office of the
Respondent No.T1 and he has filed thié application guestion-
ing the praceadu;e;adopted by the Respnndenfs in the matter
of promotione to the post of Lower Oivision Clerk and the

porder passed by 1st Respondent in his memo No,CRI(HD)/001-1/

S/Admn dated 28B-10-1989,

2. The applicant states that he and ths 3rd respon-
dent are Group 'D' employees and the next promotion is to
the post of L.D.€. Ten percent of the posts of LOCs are
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filled every year by way of promotion and in the year 1987,
one post bescame availabls Farrpromotion in theicffics of
the 1st Respondent at Hyderabad. He did not Pill the post
in the year 1987, but postponéd the selection and same is

being fPilled in the year 1989,

Ja According to the rules for filling this puét by
promotion an egaminatioﬁ is caﬁducted. To be eligible

for consideration a class-IV émployaa musi be a Natriculate
and must not be more than 45 years., They should alsao
possess @ minimum of fiva years service, The syllabus

for examination is (a) Short £ssay--100 marks (b) Gensral
English--200 marks {(c)General knowledga including Geography
of India--100 marks-~total 4DD marks. Respondent No.1

in his letter dt,28-10-1989 to Respondent No.2 asked him

to include an interview also alloting 100 marks. The

- 3rd respondent who had joined service on 13-1-1984 had

not put in five years of reqguired service by 1987 and he

campleted the required service by 1887 and he complsated the

| raquired service only in the year 1989. The applicant '

~states that Sri A.K.Bagu, Chief Resident Inspector has

been trying to fill the vacancy by appointing the 3rd

regopondent.

4, . An gxamination was conducted on 15th and 16th af

November, 1989 and the applicant was not selected and the
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drd respondent has baen sglected. He is the 2nd man
after the 3rd respondent in the merit. Hence he. has
filed this'qaplication geeking a direction that the
proceedings dt.2§-11—1989 ars illegal and contrary to

Rules.

—

Led The Respondents in their counter say‘that all
the candidates were given squal gpportunity by publish;
ing the syllabus in advance. The applicant also did not
seek redressal of hi; grievance thruugh the official

channel by submitting an éppeal to the 2nd respondents.

Even though the applicant's sexviées were not satisfac-

tory, as he had been warned orally for his absence without

leave, he was allowed to take departmental examination

along with others, ignoring.the warming given. The

- applicant's contention that there were vacancies availa=-

bls in the year 1987 is not correct and the vacancies

became available onlyin the year1989., The vacancy at

Hyderabad was releasad on 11-1-1989 and even though an

interview is not contemplated in the schems of UPSC

examination, there is no objection to the department in

including interview and the intarview is not the only

criteria for selecting the suitabls candidates. The fact

that the ‘intervisu was included in the selection procsss
was intimated well before conducting the examination.
The 3rd respondent had put in five years of service by
15-1-1989 aﬂd it cannot be said that the 3rd reajondent'
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" was not qualified. For these reasons respondents oppose

the application,

Be We have heard Shri B.G.Ravindra Reddy, learned
counsel for the Applicant énd Shri E.Madan Mohan Réa,
laarnedlstarding counsel for the Respondents. On a care-
ful cansideratianrof the facts, we are unable to agcept
the contention that the 3rd respondent has been selected
‘because ot the efforts of Shri Basy. There is no material
furnished by the applicent in support of this allegation.
Ye also sse no irregularity in including intsrvew and

this had been mada’knomn lsel\ beforel the examinations

were cohducted. As thé .vacsncy became available in 1989,

it cannot be said that the 3rd.respondent was not gquali- -

fied, In thess circumstances, we see no merit in the !

~7"™~. application and it is dismissed accordingly. WMo order as ;
to costa. ’ -
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Dated: Lo - [Tt 199) QN‘M‘M\?"“‘ AN

%mFEputy Registrar.

Te

1. T%%Lidditional Director, Chief Resident Inspector,
Ministry of Defence, HAL FPost, Hyder abad. '
5. The Director, Technical Levelopment & Production (Air)
Ministry of Deflence, 'H' Block, DHQ PO New Delhi-l1
3. Chet Ram, Peon OCRI, Director, Technical Defelopment &
Production, {(air) Ministry of Defence, HAL Post, Lacknow-226516.,
4., One copy to Mr,B.G.Ravindra Reddy, Advocate: : .
' Plot 5-C- Bagh Amberpet, !lyderabad. :
5, One copy to Mr.E.Madanmohan Rao, Addl.CGSC:CAT.Hyd.Bench.
6. One copy to Mon'ble Mr,J.Narasimha Murty, Member (J)CAT.Hyd.
7. One sparxe COpPY. '



