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IN THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL

HYDERABAD BENCH : AT HYDERABAD

DA__993/90, Dt. of Order:10-11-93,

B.Jagadeshuara Rao

esesApplicant

Vs,

1. The General Manager,
Ordinance Factory Project,
Ministry of Oefence, Govt, of India,
Yeddumailaram, Dist, Medak (AP),

s« oRespondent

- -t - -

Counsgel fof‘the Applicant : Shri Y.Suryanarayana

Counsel for the Respondents : Shri N.V.Ramana, Addl.CGSC

CORAM:

-

THE HON'BLE JUSTICE SHRI WKMEELADRI RAO : VICE CHAIRMAN

MEMBER (ADMN)

THE HON'BLE SHRI A.B.GORTHI
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OA No. 993/90

b
Y AS PER SHRI V. NEELADRI RAO, VICE-CHAIRMAN i
b

Judgement dated 10-11-93, '

yeard shri Y. Suryanarayana, leéarned counsel
for the applicant and Shri N.V. Ramana, learned

standing counsel for the respondents.

The applicant is having diploma in Mechanical
Engineering. The Direc%or of Departiment of Technical
Education, Hyderakad sponsored him fbr APPRENTISHIP

' i
TRAINING 1n the Ordinance Factory, Hyderabad.f::gzzzgéi
¥héy training period was for one yeaé. The training
had to complete on 30-12-908. The posts of Supervisors
(Tech/Mech/Electronic);have fallen ¥acant in November,
1990‘in the Ordinance éactory. The'apprentices who
have not completed 25 ?ears of age by 30-12-90 were called

! '
for interview. The applicant was not called for inter-

.view as he was aged more than 25 years as on that date.

It is noh;gntraﬁersy that as ‘on 30-12-90, the
maximum age limit for the post of éupervisor was 25
years, if it is by way of direct recruitment. The date
of 5irth of the appliéant is 2~6-1;64. The learned -

counsel for the acplicant submitted that as the age

limit for the px apprentices was 18 to 28 y=ars during

the relevant period, all the apprentices who arpe . Jwe

within that age limit have to be absorbed as Supervisors.

‘ Section 3 of the Apprenticqs Act, 1961 stipulates
that one who is taken as apprentice should not be less
than 14 years?and it has not prescribed maxiﬁum age
limit for being gngageﬂ as apprentice tovundergo trainin
as apprentice in any cstablishmen%. ESection 22 of
Apprentice Act lays down that it ;ha;l not be obligatory
on thé part of the employer to Of%eriany employment to
any apprentice who has COmpletedlﬁpprentice training
in nis establishment. Thus ene ﬁho ﬁas completed
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The General Manager, Ordinance Fac,afy Project
sty of Defance, Govi. of India, Yeddumallaram

Bistrict Medak(A.D.)

One copy to Sri, Y.Suryanarayané, adubcate, CA

One copy to Sri. N,Y.Ramana

Ons spare copy.
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s Addl, CGSC, CAT, Hyd.
One copy to Library, CAT, Hyd,
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ﬁraining cannot contend that the employer has to
abgorb him in any particular job. It is stated for

the respondents, that as per their recruvitmmnt rules,
L

the posts of SuperVLSors have to be filled up from

Iamongst the candidates sponsored by the Employment

Exchange on requlsltion being given, and if there is

WFE.MJ\{

" nolmuch time lag witrEn the completion of the training
' Ok
of the apprentlces enkthe date ofi which the vacancies

'arise, the said posts can be £illed up from amcongst

the apprentices instead of iséuing a.requisition to
the Bmployméﬁt Exchange. There is no need to further
refer to the same for disposal of this OA as the
applicant was aged more than 25 years by 30-11-90,
the date by.which the apprentices were called for
interview and as the said date has to be taken as

the cut off date fcr satisfying the age limit.

|
The other contention for the applicant is

that as the upper age limit -% 35 years was reduced -
to 25 years in 1989 only, it is a case for relaxation
of the upper age limit. It is not for the courts to
relax the age limit. There are also no grounds for
about
directing the respondents to ConSLder/the age relaxa-

tion in this case. Thus there are no merits in this

0A and accordingly it is dismissed with no costs.

J—/‘”’Jpﬁ - R
{A.8. GORYHY) (V. NEELADRI RAQI

Member (Admn.) ) Vice~-Chairman

o

Y A5 PER SHRI V. NEELADRI RAO, VICE-CHAIRMAN)

Judgement dated 10-11-93,
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- THE HON'DBLE MR.JUSTICE V.NEELADRI RAQ
' VICE-CHAT EMAN

AND

THE KOH'ELE MR .AeB.GORTHI sMEMBER(A)

‘AN

THE HON'BLE MR.T .{HANDRASEKHAR REDDY

AN

MEMBER(.J)

THE HON'BLE MR.R.BANGARAJAN $MEMBER(A)
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Dated: -#¥%£74993 '
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‘Adipitted and Interim directions
issued. ' ’ :

1 L]

Allawed
Disigsed of with éirections.
— ‘
t~If%; riszed. '
Dismissed as withdrawn.
‘Dismissed for default,
Re jected/Crdered.

__No“order as to costs
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