
IN THE CENTRAL ADNINISTRATIE TftIBUNAL 	HYDERABAD BENCH 

AT HYDERABAD 

OA.947/90 	 date of decision 	17-6-1993 

Between 

S. Jayashri Naidu, and 

K. SrinivasSingh 

and 

The Ordnance Factory Board 
Mm. of DeQence, Govt. of India 
rep, by the Secretary 
10/A, Auckland Road 
Calcutta 700 001 

The General Manager 
Ordnance Factory Project 
Mm. of Defence, 
Govt. of India 
Yeddurnailaram 
Dist. Medak 502205 

Applicants 

Respondents 

Counsel for the applicants 
	

V. Suryanarayaina, Advocate 

Counsel For the respondents 
	

N.V. Ramana, Addl. SC for 
Central Government 

C DRAM 

HON. MR. JUSTICE V. NEELADRI RAD, VICE CHAIRMAN 

HON. MR. P.T. THIRU%JENGADAM, MEMBER (ADMINISTRATION) 

Judgernent 

(As per Hon. Mr. Justice V. Neeladri Rao, Vice—Chairman) 

Heard Sri V. Suryanarayana, learned counsel for the 

applicant and Sri N.V. Ramaia, learned counsel for the 

respondents.  

2. 	Respondent-2 issued WK requisition dated 8-4-1989 to 

the Employment Exchange, Sangareddy, to sponsor candidates 

for the past of Supervisor(Technjcal/0p5) in the pay scale 

11A 



2 	 61/ 
of Rs.1400-2300. The Emloyment Officer sponsored tifile can- 

didates in two batches. From out of the candidates[kn the 

first batch six were selected and they were appointeJ for 

the above posts. These two applicants were amongst I 
I 
 Ujuse 

who were sent in the second batch. They were selected. 

Out when the.y.:were not given orders of appointment, this OA 

was filed praying for a direction to the respondents Ito 

issue orders appointing the applicants. 

These applicants were interviewed on 7-10-1989.. By 

Gazette notification No.13E and 14E dated 4-5-1989, the 

recruitment rules were amended. As per the amended rules, 

the upper age limit is 25 years. It is not in disputte that 

these two applicants were aged more than 25 years whek  they 

were sponsored by the Employment Exchange. They were 

sponsored by the Employment Exchange in pursuance of letter 

datedQ5-8-4989Uaz upper age as per preamended rulesiwas 

35 years. It is now well established that the rules uihich 

were in existence as on the date of initiation of thE 

recruitment process are applicable and the amended rules if 

any during the pendency of recruitment do not apply for 

such recruitment, vide AIR 1983 SC 852 (V.V. Rangaiah& 

others vs. J. Srinivasa Ran) and AIR 1990(14) ATC 6.88i 

(N.T. Devin Katti and others Vs. Karnataka Public Servce 

Commission and others) 

It is stated for the respondents that there is not 

ban for appointment to the Supervisor Technical posts.J But 

/ 	

the applicants were selected even before the said ban I had 

come into effect,  and the applicants should not be=ee4tadd=-4o-

suffer when the concerned authority had not issued thejorder 

of appointment without any justifiable reasons•  Hence 

Tribunal had to consider the circumstances which existd 

/ 
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Copy 	I 
1SecEët 	 road, c3tY The OrdnaflCG Factory oard,aicutt
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2 	
The General Nanager, OrdnancE Factory 

i 	 PrOject t 
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bej'ore the ban had Caine into Porce. Hence, the rudesE 

direction had to be gf'jen fo issual 
of the appojn  Orders Men 

. 	

But it is said for the R-2 that the select lis
0 _ 

taming the names OP.the applicts and _______ 

not 
by him (R2) 

in view oP the :nirregularities" 

 brought to his notice regarding Condubting or interview 	
The record that 

is produced merely contdjne 
the P61low9 endorse,tnti by 

t 

"In vfew of 
the irr4g6jajj5 brought to the notj 

of the undersigned regarding cdnducting of the mntervie 

the list is not approved.n 

But it does not diselose as to what are those irregu1arjtj5 
I' 

When every act of the authority which is having civil con4\ 

sequences is 	
judicial review, it is n ecessary to'H 

maintain the record so as to enable the Court/Tribunal to 
¼ 

scrutinise.t:f the irregularities are brought to the notice 

the same had to be preserved. 	I 4 uv 
U Gn- the basis of oral intormation,the same had to be reduced 

to writing. In this case it is not clear as to whether the 

information is oral or in writing. Be that as it may, there LI\ 

ir— 

regularities. Hence, we are constrained to observe that the 

is no material axcept the assertion about the alleged 	

- 

alleged irregularities are not established for disapproving 

the select list. 

\ 	
6. 	Hence, R-2 	

Al 
 directed to issue orders of appoint— 

\

ment to the applicants who are selected to the posts of 

Supervisor (Tech)JOPS 

7. 	This order has to be implemented within three months 

\rom

a  

the date of receipt of this order. OA is ordered

ccordingly. No. costs. 

(n.i. THIRUVENGADAM) 	 (v. NEELADRI PAD) 
Member(Admn.) 	 UiceI,ai.n 

Da2d 	June 17,93 
Dictated in the Open Court 
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TPEL BY 	 COMPARED BY 

BY 	 APPROVED BY 

IN THE CENTRDj AU1INI&TRA12IVE TFJJrNAL 

HYDERABAD BEJCH AT HYDERABAD 

THE HON'BLE MR.JV.NEELADRI PAO V.C. 

AND  

THE I-ION'BLE 

A
l 

THE HON'BLE  MRtLIANDRA SEKHAR REDDY 

/ 	 MEMBER(3) 

AND 

Th€ HON'BLE 

DATED: 1716/ 1993  

Q.aLER/3 UECMjTjNT; 

Adi4ted and Interim directions 
jss ed. 

All wed - 

spcsed of with diretions 

Disit-jissed as withdrawn 

Disrr{issed 

Dismjissed for default 
Reiejc3tect/Orddred 
No orEra 	o costs

Ifflinistrtjy 

2J(JL.1993 
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