
IN THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRRTI\JE TRIBUNAL 

HYDERABAD BENCH 	AT HYDERABAD. 

O.A. No. 959/90 	 it. of DecisioW 	15.11.93.11  

M. Sakthjsjal 
Applican 

Us 

The Union of India, 
represented by its Secretary, 
Department of Automic Energy, 
New Delhi. 

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

The Director, 
Baba Atdmjc Research Centre, 
Trombay, 
Bombay. 	 . . Respondents. 

Counsel for the Applicant 	 Mr. K. AnCrAa Rao 

Counsel for the Respondents 	: Mr. N.U. Ram,na 
Addl. CGSC. 

C DRAM: 

THE HON'9LE SHRI A.B. GORTHI : MEMBER (ADMN.) 

THE HON'BLE SHRI T. CHANDRASEKHARR REDDY : MEMB'R (JUOL.) 
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O.h. No. 959/90 
	

Dt. of Decision 
	

15 

- 	ORDER 

As per Hon'ble Shri 4.8. Gorthi, Member (Adorn 

The grievance of the applicant is 

the respondents did not consider his case for 

selection for the post of Security Officer, although 

he did submit his application for the same. His 

prayer is for a direction to the respondents t 

!l consider his  case for promotion to the post oil 

Secuity Officerc! 

2. 	1 The applicant, an ex-.serviceman joi4d 

the Heavy ,t,Jat&r Project, Manuguru as an Assistrant 

Security Officer on 23.12.1983. He, having Aired 

from Navyj in the rank and designation of Petty 

Officer Radio (Tactical), was eligible to be 

as a Secuidty Officer in anyivil establish 

by virtue of Government of India Ministry of 

(DGE&T) New Delhi letter dated November 1985 

Notwithstanding the same, he accepted the ap 

of Assistant Security Officer. Thereafter i 

to an  office memorandum calling for applicat 

drawing up a panel of Security Officers, 

ppointed 

nt 

a b our 

intment 

response  

ns for 

pplicant 

submitted his application. The case of the 4pplicant, 

however, has not considered by the responden'ts, 
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later on another circulfl dated 29.8.1990, WS 

issued by the respondents. In rbPOn5e there 

the applicant submitted his application once 

On bath the occasions  he was Fully eligible to 

considered for promotion to the post of Securi 

Officer. The respondents once again did not 

consider his case for promotion. 

3. 	In the reply affidavit the res 

without disputing the factual averments made 

applicant, have Stated  that aeording to the p 

,for selection for the post of Security Officer 

applications were  invited from all the eligibl 

candidates from the various Departments of the  

in. 

the 

edure 

Rtomic Energy Units and based on the applicatilons 

received, list of candidates was prepared On 

basis of and in accordance with their seniOriy. 

Depending on the number of vancancies, the reuired 

number of candidates were considered for seleition 

in accordance with the Government of India, qpartment 

of Personnel and Training Oil. No. F 22011/5/6/E5tt. (D) 

dt. 10.3.39. Under the said memo, the numbei'J of 

candidates to be considered for selection ghàild be 

three times the number of vacancies. In 1988:, 102 

applications were receiVed, 35 candidates weke called 

for interview, 25 selected and finally 17 apointed. 

In 1990, 120 applications were received, 60 jandidates 

called for interview, 25 selected but only 7 were giyV 

41 C 



appointmeit. The respondents assert that in 

this 

986 

list 

t 67 

I 

the position of the applicant in the senioril 

was at serial 100. In 1990 his position was 

(according to the' seniority list shown to us 

I 
Thus, although the applicant did submit,his a 

it was not considered because, according the 

respondents, he was too junior as per the ser 

list. 

4. 	Mr. K. Anantha Rao, learned counsel 

the applicant assailed validity of the selact 

held both in 1968ó90' Firstly he contended t 

respondents having invited applications from 

eligible candidates were duty round to consid 

I 

plication 

brity 

n 

at the 

1 

all such candidates for promotion. if the reondents 

were not to consider the case of each of the 

candidates, they ought not to have invited th 

applications fromall eligible candidates. I 

context, the respondent's explanation is that 

a matter  of practice, applications were being 

called from all eligible candidate serving in 

the departments of the Atomic.Energy Units. 

actual cor?ideration of their cases  is howove 

based on the senidrity and the number of vacal 

It may be (that by Unviting applications from 

1 

joz 

aIsi 	sths' 	
- 
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eligible candidates, a certain amount of 

was generated among the candidates applying fbr 

promotion, but the Pact remains that the consideration 

for such promotion cannot be in violQtion of the 

seniority of the various candidates. if the 

respondents decided to consider only the requred 

number of candidates strictly in accordance with 

their seniority, we find, that it suffered frpm 

no irregularity merely because of the fact tat 

the respondents had resorted to inviting applications 

from all eligible candidates. There is no dispute 

that none junior to the applicant was considered. 

In tact the candidates whose casSs were taken up 

consideration were all very much 5enior to tlpp 

applicant. 

Mr. K. Anantha Rao further quostioi!ed, 

with some justification, the manner in which the 

respondents decided upon the numb@r of candidates 

to be called for interview/selection. He has 

placed reliance on  Union of India and others Us 

Majoory Jungamayyer and others 1977 SLJ 19, jherein. 

it was held that the number of candidates to be in 

the field of choice, should normally be 3 to 5 times 

the numbir of vacancies. In this regard we \ave 
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already noted that, under the relevant 

departmental instruction, if the number of 

vacancies is 4 or more, the number officers 

to be considered should be 3 times the 

of vacancies. Obviously there was certain 

deviation by the respondents in fixing the 

number of candidates to be called for inte 

selection, in the year 

that the respondents appointed 17 candidates but 

only 35 candidates were called for interview 

This was less than 3 times the number of vacancies. 

In 1990 however, we find, that in respect of 

vacancies, the respondents called as many as 

candidates for interview/selection and prepai4bd a 

panel of 25 selected candidates. The questidñ 
Sf 

that arises for our consideration is whether on 

account of the improper calculation of the n nth 

of candidates to be called for selection/intal'view 

in 1968, the entire selection proceedings dedrve 

to be quashed are not. No where in the appliJ&ation 

is there any allegation of mala i'ides againsiI the 

respondents. It is further to be noted that Iven 

if the stipulated number of candidates, were c l1ed 

for interview/selection, the question of conhlderinY 

the applicant's case would not arise because Rn  the 

year 1988, he was placed at serial 100 in 

seniority list. In respect of the 17 vacanciJs 

U 
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To 	
11 

The Secreta 
tept.of A4 

11 
The Chairmi 
D.A.E.Offi 

3 • The Dire cJ, 
Trombay, B6 

One copy to: 
New Mal• 

One copy tO 

Onecopy to 

One spare ci 

ry, Union of India, 
tomic Energy, New tDelhi. 

n, Atomic Energy Commission, 
cer, AnushaktiBhSvan, Bombay. 

r, Babe Atomic Research Centre, 
rnbay. 
Mr.K.Anantha Rao, Advocate, 16-2-705/1/13 
kpet, near Rice Mills, Hyd. 

Mr.N.v.Ramane, Adkl.CGSC.CAT.Hyd. 

Library, CAT.Hyd. 

pvm 
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(i. CHMNORR SRMREY 
MEM8EH (JUDL. 

Dated: The 15th November 93. 
(Dictated in Open Court) 
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against which appointments were made in 1988/8, 

only 51 candidates could have been called for 

iflteftjiew/Sel'ection. Even than the applicant 

would not have had a chance to be considered 

for promotion. In the year 1990, the respondnts 

called aquate number of candidates for intef\jjew/ 

selection. 

It is needless for us to state that 

the case of the applicant would be considered

11 

 in 

due course of time strictly in accordance with his 

seniority and as per the rules governing the romotion 

to the post of Security Officer. 	 11 

In view of the above circumstances, we 

are of the considered view that notwithstanding the 

few deviations  in the method of selection by the 

respondents, neither injusticehas been done lo the 

applicant nor have beeti noticed any such irregularity 

or illegality in the selection procedure as would 

warrant our interference with the same. We are 

therefore unable to accept the claim of the applicant 

and hence this 0.h is dismissed. No order as to costs. 

s pr 
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TEn BY 	 COflflED BY 

C1EC 	 APPROD BY 

IN THE CEkTPJJ4 AD!NIfl'paTI 	TRIB1JNin H`AERABAD BENCH : HYEEP.AEAD N 

THE '3LE ftR.JUdTICE V.NEELADPJ 
/ 	VICE-CHJpyj 

Al D 

T:-t HON'BLE MR.&.B.GORT}jI 	;MEMBER(A) 

AND 

THE HOW' BLE MR.T.Oaa,NDMSEFJ4aR RPD 
MEMEER(j) 

AD 

THE HON'BLE NR.J.RANGARJJIq.  tMEMBERc 
7 	. 	. 

Dated C (J -1993 

'WJurnMENT: 

flCNo% 

V 
O.A.No. qc \o 

T.A.No. 	 * 	( w.p. 	) 

- Aant4ted and Interim directions 
issud. 

Allow\d; 

Disposd of with directions. 

DIL $is)bd. 
a aiv Iribuns 

Dismissed as/withdrtn. DEs?ATCH 
Dismissed foft defauJIt NQ 
Rejected/oxIe 

No order-as to cost 	 BENUi 

pvm 

L ,  LV* 	,* 
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