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IN THE EENTRAL<RbNINISTRATIUE TRIBUNAL : HYDERABAD BENCH
\ )

i
i,
AT HYDERABAD

0.A. 793/91., ' Dt. of Decision : 12-9-94,

fir. P. Sambasiva Rao . «» Applicant.
Vs

t. Union of India rep. by
the Secretary, to the
Govt., Ministry of Urban
Development, New Dglhi.

2, Director General of Works,
Central P.u.D,, Nirman Bhawan,

New Daelhi.

3. Superintendéng Enginser N
Valuation Cell, I,T..Dept.
$-9-201/28, Chirag Ali Lana .
Hyderabad. ++ Responden ts.

Counsel for the Applicant : Mr. K.5.R. Anjenyulu

Counsel for the Respondents : Mr., N.R.Dsvaraj,Sr.CGSC.

CORAM:

THE HON'BLE SHRI A.V. HARIDASAN : MEMBER (auoL.,)

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

ool



.
/

Eatitioabinil., 2l o

GA 793/91, Dt, of Order:12~5=-04,

(Order passed by Hon'ble Shri A.V.Haridasan,
- Member . {3) ).

The grievance of the applicant, who was promoted
as Executiug Engineer in the Central Public Works Depart-
ment in the year 1986, is that though he was granted the
first increeent in the scale of Rs,3,000/--100--4,500/- cn
1-8-87, the subseguent increments were not released to him
on the ground that he did not pass the accounts test,

As the‘abplicant has already crossed the ags of 30 years,
according to the iﬁstructions issued in the matter, he 18;:
eligible ?ar exemption from passing the above said test

and as his Case ugé reconmended by the Superinténdent

Engineer,”ﬁhe Uirector General, has by the impugnad order

at Annexure-5 refused to grant exemption to the applicant.

it is qgainst this order that the applicant has filed -

this app?icétisn ﬁggzzzg;ggﬁ%fggfthat the iﬁpugned order
at Annexure-~5 rejecting the request of the applicant for
exemption may be set aside.ééclaring it’arhitrary,

discreminatory offending Article-14 of the Constitu£icn
of India and for a direction to the Respondents to grant
exemption to the apﬁliﬁant from passing the Departmental
Examination on the basis of the Director General letter

ND.27-E/C-121/84~EC II dt,17-12-1987 and to r elease his
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the Director General of Uﬁrks, the competent authority

increments uithhéld since 1988.

2. The Respondents in their reply contendad that

has considered the case of the applicant with reference

to his service record on the basis of the recommendaticns

- e
of the Superintending Engineer andpﬁi was not satisfied
that: the case of the applicant deserves examption from

. of
passing the examination agH the request/the applicant

. re.Cos 107
was rejected. Respondents further contend that the cagz/

LS

dossg not deserve? judicial intervention.

a. We have heard Shri K.S5.R.Anjaneyulu, learned
counsel for the applicant and Shri N.R.Devraj, learned
standing counsel Fof the Respondents. UWe have also

Cend fow e

perused the service record of the applicant, in uhich
. »n

the decision not to grant exemption was taken. On a carsful

lfn

scrutiny of the Pile andfgeruice record of the applicant,

we are not aﬁie to agree with the é:gigﬁgign of the

coungel for the applicant that the Director General of
Works has not applied his mind while rejecting the request
of the applicant, The basic conditions for exemption

. oy '
gf the Departmental Examination g that the individual
concerned should have crossed 50 years and he should
have a GOUO record of service. Though the applicant

satisfied the first conditiaon, the decision of the
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Director General of Works that the service record of the

applicant cannot be considered GOOD because of the various
yrhi e
' gradings in Annual Confidential Records, whog have been

uniformly average cannot be Paulted, Therefore we ars of
the considered view that the case does not deserves
judicial intervention, In the result the at.::pl_ication-

fails and the same is dismissed with out any order as to

£

: costs. - - '
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- ~—(A.B.GORTH (A.V.HARIDASAN)
Member (A) Member (3) : /%‘
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Ot, 12th September, 1994,
Dictqgsd in Open Court.

(:;) | avl/ _ %' /%44?g;gpfm,

DEPUTY REGISTRAR(3J)

g
To 2
1« The Secretary,to the Min. of Urban Developmant,
Union of India, New Delhi.
2. The Director General of Works, Central P,4.D.,
Nirman Bhavan, New Delhi,
3+ Tha Supefintendsnt of Engineer, VYaluation Cell,
I.T7,Departmant, 5-9-201/28, Chirag Ali Lanas, '
Hyderabad, '
4, One copy to Mr.K.S.R.Anjaneyulu, Advocate,CAT,Hyderabad.

So One copy to Mr.N.R.Devraj, SR.CGSC,CAT,Hyderabad.
6. Ones copy to Library,C:T,Hyderabad.
7. One spare copy.
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THE HON'3LE MRLA.Y,H.RID SAN 2 MEMBLECL 3

-

AND
THE HON'OLE MR.A.B.GORTHI : mMEMBZR;.
' A PO
. lm,. 4
Dated:_ /2 . FZ-9¢ Q,I
ORDIR/JUDGMENT,
M.% . /R.BAE DT |
' : s A Rty
" in” b
6.AND, F23/F) R
- A
T.AND- (Wbt - O&/’
t!’" N
Admitted\and Interim Directions Vg
Issued. -
Pllowed. \ S
Disposed of\ gith Directions. wf‘Y :
Eismi.sse‘-a:! L/,-——, W .
Dismjssed as withdrawn. . L
Dismfiased ; r Default, >
Rejacted/Gnd red. U//, (EE)

No grd.r as teo'Rosts,

YLKR






