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Vs

1. The Union of India,
representgd by its Secretary,
Oepartment of Automic Ensrgy,
New Delhi,

2., The Chairman,
Atomic energy commission,
D.A.E. DOffice,
Anushakti Bhavan,
Bombay,

Baba Atomic Research Centre,

Trombay,
Bombay, . « » Respondents,. ‘
-
!
Counsel for ‘the Applicant : Mr. K. R“?Etha Rao
Counsel Por'tha‘Respondents : Mr. N.V. Ramana
' Addl, LGSC.
CORAM:

THE HON'BLE SHRI A,B, GORTHI : MEMBER (ADMN.)

THE HON'BLE SHRI T, CHANDRASEKHARA REDDY : MEMB

ER (JuoL.)
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ORDER

r

JAs per Hon'ble Shri A.B. Gorthi, Member (Admn.

fhe grievance of the applicant is tha

the respondents did not consider his case for

gelection for the post of Security Officer, 8l

he did sub?it his application for the same. H
4
prayer is for a dirsction to the respondents t

consider his case for promotion to the post of

Secufi ty qrficarﬂ

2. ,The applicant, an gx-serviceman joined

the Hgayy Water Project, Manuguru as an Assis

Security Officer on 23.12.1983. He, having rs

[
prom Nayy, in the rank and designation of Pett

1

Officer Radio (Tactical), was sligible to be

(Y
r

though

tant-

tired

y

ppointed

as a Security Officer in anyﬁﬂivil establishment

by virtue of Government of India Ministry of |l

(DGE&T) New Delhi letter dated November 1985

abour

Notwithstanding the same, he accepted the apppintment

r
of Assistant Security Officer. Thereafter in

raspPOnse

to an office memorandum galling Por applications for

drawing up a panel of Security Officers, the

submitted his application. ‘The case of the '

however, has not considsred by the rsspondents,

dapplicant,

applicant

J
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later on anothar circular dated 29.8.1990, was

issued by the respondents. In rg%ponse there t

g

the applicant submitted his application once a

On both the oggasionsg he was fully eligible to
considered for promotion to the post of Securit

0fficer. The respondents once &8gain did not

consider his cage for promotion,

In the reply affidavit thke responden

e
-

L

without disputing the factual ayerments made %E
applicant, have stated that agcording to the E
for selection for the post of Security Officer
applications Qefe invited from all the eligibi
candidates from the yarious Departments of th%

Atomic Energy Units and based on the applicatl

" received, list of gandidates was prepared op &
basis of and in 8ggordance with their seninriF

Depanding on the number of vancancies, the reL

number of candidates ygre gonsiderad for seljc

in aggordance with the Govsernment of India, DOepartment

t

juired

r

5in.

be

S,

€

; the

rocadurse

144

Ons
he

Ye

tion

of Barsonnel and Training OM. No. F 22011/5/??/E5tt. (D)

dt. 10.3.38, Undgr the said memo, the numbeé

candidates to be considared for selection sho

In 198?

I
|
i

thres times the number of yacancies,

applications ugpe raceived, 35 candidates uwe

uld be

2 callEd

[P S Y

of [ : =

102

for intgrview, 25 selected and finally 17 app

.

In 1930, 120 applications were preceived, 60

called for interview, 25 selected but only 7

Iointed.r

tyere gi}?/

andidatas



-actual consideration of their gages is however

: appointment. Thé rgspondents asserf that in[1988

the position of the applicant in the seniority, list

was at sgrial 100, In 1990 his position was |3t 67

(according to the ssniority list shoun to us)V

it was not considered because, agcording the

respondents, ha was too junior as per the seni

listo

i

4, Mr. K. Anantha Rao, learned counsel

the applicant aggailed validity of the selactli

“held both|in 1988490z Firstly he contended tiis

*

3
i
£

©

Thus, althaugh the applicant did submit;his application

respondants haviné invited applications from

eligible candidates uers duty pound to consid

all such candidatés for promotion. If the res

were not to consider the case of each of the

candidates, they bught not te have invited the:

applications from'all eligible candidates. In

context, the raspéndent's gxplanation is that

a mattgr of practice, applications were being

3

called Prom éll eiigible c@ndidate serving in

‘the departments of the Atomic Emerqy Units. T

i

based on the seniﬁrity and the number of yacan

=§t_may‘be that by iinviting applications from &
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_promotion, but the fact remains thag the cons

consideration were a8ll yary much senior to th
‘applicant.
5. Mr. K. Apnantha Rao further guestion

: {’"- '
“5= @

eligible candidates, @ certain amount of hope

>

was generated ameng the candidates applying f

for such prcmotién cannot be in Violétiun af
seniority of the yarious gandidates. If the
respondents decided to consider only the requ
number of candidates s£rictly in accordance v
their senierity, we find, that it suffered fr
ng irreqularity merely because of the Pact th
the respondents had resorted to inviting appl
from all'eligible candidates. There is no di
that none junior to the applicant was conside

In Pact the candidates whose cas8s were taken

I

with some justification, the ma@nner in which
respondents deéided upon the num@é& of candid
to be called for interview/selection. Hs has
placed relianﬁe on Union of India and others
Ma joory Jungamayyer and others 1977 5L 19, {
it wag held tﬁét the number of candidates to
the field of choice, should normally be 3 to

the number of vacancies. In this rggarg we N

pr
ideration

the

ired

i th

om

at
ications
sputs
rad.

up

ed,
the

ates
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be in

5 times
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‘aggount of the improper calculation of the nu

already noted that, under the regleyant
depar tmental instruction, if the number of
vacanciss is 4 or more, the number officers
to bse consiqered should be 3 times the number
of yacangies., 0Obyiously thepg was certdin
deviationlby the resbondents in pixing the
number of candidatss to be pallsd for intepvi
selection, in the year 1988{yi§§§§§§g§§§§::§a
tha£ the respondents appointed 17 candidates
aniy 35 cgndidates were called for intsrvieu.
This was less than 3 times the numher af gaca
In 1990 howevsr, we find, that in respect of
Vacanciés, the respondents called as many as
candidates for intarvieufsalectian and prepar
panel of 25 selected candidataé.

The guestio
~/

that arises for our consideration is whether

of candidates to be called for selection/inte
in 1988, the entire selsction‘prapaedings ﬁes
to be guashed are not. ‘Ne where in the appli
is there any allegation of mala pides against
respondents. It is further teo be noted‘that
if the stipulated number of candida2tes wvere ¢
Por interview/selection, the guestion of cons
the applicant's case would not arise because

year 1888, hs was placed at gerial 100 in the

seniority list,

In respect of the 17 yacdncie

but

cies,
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1. The Secretary, Union of India,
Dept.of Automic Energy, NewlDelhi.

2. The Chairman, Atomic Energy Commission,
D.A.E.Off flcer, Anushakti Bhavan, Bombay.

| |
3. The Directa;, Baba Atomic Research Centre,
Trombay, Bombay.

4., One copy to, Mr.K.Anantha Rao,
New Maldkpet, near Rice Mills, Hyd.

i |
5. One copy to! Mr .,N.v.Ramana, Addl.CGSC.CAT,.Hyd.
6. Onecopy to {Library, CAT.Hyd.

7. One spare cOpyYe.
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Advocate, 16=-2-705/1/13
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against yhich appointments yere made in 1988/89,

A

only 51 gcandidates gould have been called Ppr

integyisw/selection. &ven than the applicant

would not have had a chance to bse considered

A Y

for promoticm. In the ysar 1590, the responde

137)

nts

viauw/

EJ

called adéquate number of candidates por inter

selection.

Ga VA It is needless for us to state that
the case of the applicant would be considered|{in

due course of time strictly in accordanpce with his
geniority and as per the pules governing the promotion

to the post of Security 0fficer.

7 In view of the above circumstances,'|us

are of the considered yisw that notwithstanding the
few dsyiations in the method of sslection by |the
respondents, peither injustice has been done [to the
- L-’-L L - A L]
applicant nor have kesn noticed any such irregularity
or illegality in the selection procedure as would
warrant our interferegnce with the same. UWe dre

therefore unable to accept the glaim of the applicant

and hence this 0.,A is dismissed. HNo order ag| to costs,

[\ S
(T. CHANDRA SEKHARA REQDY) A.B.LGBR 1)
MEMBER (JuUDL.) MEMBERL (ADMN, )

Dated: The 15th November 93.
(Dictated in Open Court) k g??
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RABAD BEACH ; HYDERABAD .

TYPED BY COMPARED RY
] CHECKEL _. APPROVED BY
!! IN THE C_ RAL,ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL
.
}

THE HON'DLE MR.JUJTICE V.NEELADRI RAQ

VICE-CHAI EMAN

ay¥D . _/

THE HOW'BLE MR .A4BeGORTHI s MEMBER(A)

" AND ///%

o’

THE HON'BLE MR.T GHANDRASEKHAR REDDY

MEMBER(.J)
N D

‘THE HON'BLZ MR, « BANGARAJAN' $MEMBER(A)
B

Dated: 1§9 ~1993 rd

o ORBER/TUDGMENT 3
i

ﬂ%&‘moy
S

0.A.No. qq;{]\c\o

T.A.No. (WP, | )

. . Ad ted and Interim directions
issukd.

Allowgd,

Disposgd of with directions,

Di: risced, »/ ’ Gantrey ? i
o bty

ministrative Tribnnai
Dismissed as|yithdrdm. DES ATC

1
‘"Dismissed fo defaulit

y
|
' !
)24 NG 3 :
Re jected/Oridereqd, ﬁ/\/ﬁ\é W99.i
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No order-as to costé_a?‘TFRABAD BENCH. ;
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