
IN THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL : HYDERABAD BErCH 
AT HYDERABAD 

CA 912/90. 	 DL, of oecision:11-3-91. 

C. Satyanarayana 	
.Applicant 

- Versus 

The Government of India, 
Rep, by its Secretary, 
Ministry of Labour & Rehabilitation, 
New Delhi. 

Government of India, rep. by its Secretary, 
Atomic Energy, New Delhi. 

The Secretary, Department of Atomic Energy, 
Old Yatcht Road Club, LSR Marg, Bombay-39. 

The Deputy Chief Executive (P&A) 
Department of Atomic Energy, 
Government of India, Hydsrabad-500 762 

Sri V.Venkateswara Rac, Draughtsman, 
N.G.C., Moulali, Ranga Reddy District. 

..Respondents 

Counsel for the Applicant 	: 	MIs M.Vinobha Devi & 
G.Rajani 

Counsel for the Respondents : 	Shri Naram Bhaskar Rao, AddL.CGS 

CO RAM: 

THE HON'BLE SHRI B.N.JAYASIMHA 	VICE—CHAIRMAN 

THE HCN'BLE SHRI D.SURYA FMJ 	: MEMBER (JUDICIAL) 

(Judgment of the Division Ben-li deliverä by 
Hon'ble Shri B.N.Jayasimha, Vice—Chairman) 

This application is from an un—employed 

Draughtsman. He has filed this application aggrived by 

the action of the Respondents 2 to 4 in filling—up S the 

posts of Draughtamen 'A' (Mechanical) without notifying 

the said vacacnies and without following the procedure 

prescribed. 
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2. 	The applicant states that alter passing Inte'me- 

diateexamination, he also passed the ITI during theperiod 

1983-85. In pursuance to the notification issued by ;the 

3rd respondent calling for Apprenticeship posts, the app].i-

cant and two others submitted applications. The appli-

cant was selected as on apprentice. and he completedthe 

same during the periodfrom 3-6-1986 to 2-6-1987. There-

after he was appointed as a Oraughtsman on casual t1 sis 

and he worked in the said post from 6-6-1987 to 27-h 2-1989 

without any break. On18-8-1986 the respondents iSsued a 

circular notifying two vacancies of Draughtsman (Mal 

It was mentioned therein that if the candidates 

are not found suitable for appointment to the post 11  of 

Oraughtsman '8' they will beconsidered for the lber 

post of Oraughtsman 'A' • The applicant applied Mr the 

H 
F 	 said post and he was not considered for the same as he had 

not possess the prescribed experience. The. 5th rbspon-

dent, who was sponsored by the employment exchange was 

considered and included in the panel. However, the panel 

was not operated as  the vacancy was reserved for :n  SC 

candidate. Subsequently 5th respondent was appoibtod on 

an adhoc basis as Draughtsman 'A' i.e. to the net lower 

post. The contention of the applicant is that tI4e post 

of Draughtsmen 'A' , should have been filled by illing 

fresh applications from all eligible persons and 1 not filled 

from the panel prepared for the posts of Draughtman B', 

411 	in the year 1988. 	 H 
contd ... .3... 



The respondents 1 to 4 in their reply state that 

as the NEC did not have a panel for the post of Draughtsman 

'A' ftlechanical) and as there was immediate need in the 

Users Sections, it was decided to operate the panel of 

Oraughtsman 'B' for filling the post of Draughtsman 'A' 

waving the recruitment formalities. Following this, 

5th respondent was appointed on an adhoc basis as 

Oraughtaman 'A'. 

We have heard Smt.1'l.11inobha Oevi, learned counsel 

for the applicant and Shri Nararn Bhaskar Rao, learned 

standing counsel for the Respondents 1 to 4, Shri C.Biksha-

pathy, learned counsel for the 5th Respondent. Shri 

Bikhspathy states that the applicant is not qualified at 

all for inclusion in the panel for Draughtsman '9' as 

he does not possess the required exlerience of five years. 

There is therefore nothing illegal in the adhoc 	point- 

rnent of the 5th respondent as Draughtsman 'A' on the basis 

of his inclusion inthe panel for the post of Draughtsman '8'. 

51 	We have considered these submissions. On a consi- 

deration of the facts, we see no illegality in the qpoint-

mont of the 5th respondent on an adhoc basis as Draughts-

man 'A' pending regular appointment after following the 

regular procedure of calling for appd.ications and there-

after making the selections. The main grievance of the 

applicant is if the services of the 5th respondent is re-

guLarised as Draughtsman 'A' , based on his adhoc appoint-

ment, applicant wi. 11 not have any chances of being con-

sidered for the said post. As vacancy in the post of 

Draughtsman 'A' 	eool )O*ttn flOth -s000- 343mM 14343mM 

contd .... 4.. 
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To 	 0 
The Secretary, Govt. of India, 
Ministry of Labour & Rehabilitation, 

New tlhi. 

The Secretary, Govt.of Ihdia1 
Atomic Enery, New Delhi 

The Secretary, Dept.of Atorñic Energy, 
Old Yatcht  Road Club, LSRMarg, Bombay-39. 

The Ewputy Chief Executive (4A) Lèpt.of Atomic Energy, 
Govt. ot India, Hyderabad 762 

Qne copy to Mr. G.Eikshapa1th, Advocate,  CA.Hy*-Beqch-,. 
'ttt H 'jtosa-at X3C& L'.3r 

One copy to Mr. M.vinobha vi & G.Rajani, Advocates, 
3-4-845/2, Barkatpura, 1-lyderabad. 

One copy to Mr.N-Bhaskar Rao, Addl. CGSC.CAT.Hyd.Bench. 

One spare copy. 
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arose in the year 1990, he had acquired the necesáary 

qualification of five years experience by that time. If 

the respondents 1 to 4 notify the vacancy and consider 

all the eligible candidates, he would be entitled to 

be considered as he fulfills all the required qualifi-

cations. We find considerable merit in this submission. 

While there is no objection to the'adhoc appointment of 

the Respondent No.5 as Draughtsman 'A', regularising his 

services as such without notifying the vacancy would be 
p 

violative of Article 16. In the circumstances, we direct 

the respondents 1 to 4 to take expedetious action for 

notifying the vacancies/vacancy in the post of Draughtsmen 

A' and thereafter proceed to fill the post inaccordance 

with the recruitment rules after considering all the 

eligible persons who may apply for the same. 

6. 	Accordingly application is disposed-of with these 

directions. No order as to costs. 

(8.N.JAYMSIMHR) 	(D.suRvR RAD) 
Vice-Chairman 	 Nember () 

Dated: 11th Narch, 1991. 
Dictated in Open Court

fDeputy hegistrar.  
avl/ 
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CHECKED)) 	 APPROVED BY 

BY 	 COMPARED BY 

IN THE CENTRAL AaIINISTRATLVE TRIBtJNJth 

HYDERABAD BENCH HYDERABAD 

THE HON'BLE MR.B.N.JAYASIMYA ; V.C. 

AND 

THE HON'BLE MR.D..StJRm RAO : M(J) 

THE HON'BLE NR.J. 	IMMA MURTY:M(J) 

THE HON'BLE NR.R 	 :M(A) 

Dated: ' -.is -1991. 

Oer JULX3MENT: 

MeA.;;

/dA NO.  

in 

T.A.No•  

O.A.NO. 

A

7le 

d and Interim directions 
i. 

A 

Disposed of with direction 

Disthis6d 

Dismised as withdrawn 

Dismis ed for default 

M.A. draeredvnejectea. 

No order as to Costs. 
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