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IN THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL HYDERABAD BENCH 

HYDERABAD 

OA No. 357/93 

Date of .judãment:  30-4-93. 

Between 

Shri D. Srinivasulu 	 Applicant 

And 

The Collector, Central Excise, 
Guntur-522 004. 

The Collector, Central Excise, 
Hyderabad. 

The District Employment Officer, 
Eluru. 	 : Respondents 

COUNSEL FOR THE APPLICANT 
	

Shri K. Govind 

COUNSEL FOR THE RESPONDENTS 
	

Shri. N.R. Deva Raj. 

CORAM 

Hon'b).e Justice Shri V. Neeladri Rao, Vice-Chairman. 

Hon'ble Shri P.T. Thiruvengadam, Member (Admn.) 

(Judgernent of the divn. bench delivered by Justice 

Shri V. Neeladri Rao, Vice-Chairman) 

Heard Shri K. Govind, learned counsel for 

- 	the applicant and Shri N.R. Deva Raj, learned counsel 

for the respondents. 

This OA was filed praying for a declaration 

VZ   that action of the respondents in fixing the upper age 
limit-of 25 years is violative of articles 14 & 16 of 

constitution of Indiakto  direct the Respondent 3 to 
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sponsor the name, of the applicant for the post of 

Data Entry Operator in the office of Respondent 1 

and for declaration that the applicant is eligible for 

the post of Data Entry operator and to direct the 

Respondent 1 to consider the case of the applicant 

for the post of Data Entry Operator. 

cL t  \'L4Q (ç 
The facts which a.re-ra±-set-th this GA are 

C 
briefly as under: 

R3pondent 1 has given requisition to Respondent 3 

to sponsor candidates for the post of Data Entry 

Operator at the ratiol)ceae  each of the S posts out of 

which 1 is reserved for SC. Accnrd±ne'-,---as per the 

requisition, the age limit which was prescribed is 
4. 

18 to 25 years as on 31-1-93 and it was relaxable upto 

45 years in resp.c4tj  of SC/ST candidates and upto 

40 years in respéjäflGovernment servants. The technical 
isa speed of 

qualification which is required is/1'8000 key depressions 

per hour for Data Entry work. 

In pursuance of the said requisition, Respondent 3 

sponsored the names of 25 from open category and all of 

them were within the age group of 18 to 25 years as on 

31-1-93. As the applicant was aged 27 years as on 

31-1-93 and he was over aged, his name was not sent, 

according to the applicant. 

Two contentions that were raised for the appli- 

cant are 

There .4&discrimination in fixing the upper 

age limit as 25 years in regard to the Data Entry 

Operators while the *pper age limit for Civil Services 

is 28 years. 

There is also discrimination as the age relaxation 

of 40 years is given in regard to the Government employee, 

While the same benefit is not extended to OC candidates 
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even when they work in Government institutiO)s for 

short spells. 

The age limits in regard to each category of 

posts will be fixed depending upon the qualifications 

prescribed, experience they have and other relevant 

factors. 	The Civil services cannot be compared to, 

the postp of Data Entry Operator. High academic quali-

fications are required for the post of Civil Services 

and it is also highly competittve. The same cannot be 

stated in regard to Data Entry Operators. As such, 

it is to be held that there is reasonable classification 

in fixing different age limits for entry into service7  

In regard to Civil Services vis-a-vis the post of Data 

Entry Operator and there is nexus between classification 

and the objective to be achieved. Hence the first 

contention cannot be accepted. 

i15- 

Of course,,we look into column. in regard to 
Ix 

age alone. wh4.eè does indicate that 11 Government 
/ 

employees are eligible to apply to the post of Data 

Entry Operator. But one of the technical qualifica- 

tions prescribed is the speed of not less than 8000 

key depressions per hour for Data Entry Operator. 

It only means that such of the Government employees 

who satisfy the said qualification alone can be considered 

for this post. A person who is having sufficient 

experience in Government service with the above quali- 

fication can be naturally preerred to a candidate 

who merely possesses the said qualification without any 

experience. If in the interest of the institution, 

the concerned authority feels that it is desirable to 

have experienced persons with the requisite qualifica- 
-- * 

tion that in order to achieve the goal, some relaxation 

is givento the age, the same cannot be held as violative 

of article 14 of the Constitution. Article 14 permits 

reasonable classification. Of course, the only limit 

is as to whether there is any nexus between the classi- 
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fication and the objective i#-±s---±nterxded--to--be 

agj3js&e&. 	In view of the facts under consideration, 
such 

it cannot be stated that there was no/nexus. 	The 

learned counsel for the applicant has referred to Vol.9 
- U') 

/(viswanathan versus st 1.9LMysore & Others) 
- 	 J\ 	 0ho1dthat 	-- 

the 	ployée who haie served thejocal authority of 

the Corporation owned or controlled by the Government 

can be reasonably classified as,') separate class 

from those who do not belong to the above categories 

for the purpose of age relaxation in regard to various 

posts. 	But the subsequent classification between 

local and non-local an4eeecy'"'xM-4i-ege-rd-to those 

who have served in Government, local authority etc. 
no 

a.f4ect-s article 14 as there is/nexus between class!- 
N 

fication and the objective for which that classi-

fication was made. Thus evenbove judgement does 

not support the contention for the applicant. II it 
eJJ 	 Il 

to be stated that even on the basis of facts, this 

OA does not merit consideration. 	All the candidates 

who were sponsored by the employm€ Exchange are 

within the age group of 18 to 25 as Prescribe&j) 

and if at all the age relaxation in regard to Govern-

ment employees -sgctnq to be challenged it is only 
1- 

those who are within the age group of 18 to 25 that 

can challenge. 	In the result, the OA is dismissed 

at the admission stage itself with no costs: 

(v. Neeladri Rao) 
Vice-Chairman 

4De uty  Re g4ta 

To 
The Collector, Central Excise,Guntur-4. 
The Collector, Central Excise, Hyderabad 
The District Employment Officer, Eluru 
One copy to Mr.K.Govind, Advocate,3..4835/2, Barkatpura,I-Iyd. 
One copy to Mr.N.R.Eevraj, Sr.CGSC.CAT.Hyd. 
Copy to Library, CAT.Hyd. 
One spare copy. 

(P.T. Thiruvengadam) 
Member (Admn.) 
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TEDBY 	!AREk BY 

CHECKED BY 	 PROVED BY. 

• 	IN THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAl4 

HYDERABAD BENCH AT HYDERABAD. 

THE HON'BLE ME.JUSTICE V.NEELADRI RAG 
VICE CHAIRMAN 

AND_ 
P't tin 

THE HON'BLE MR.J&BALASUERJ44AN.LMJ 
MEME3ER(ALrIN) 

AN 

THE HUN' BLE Mj.T . HA1qDRA5EKjw 
RJDY ME.NBER(JUa) 

4 

DATED: 'O- '-j -1993 

OfiDCfy'JUIXMEI1r 

•- 

R.P./ C.P/M,ANo. 

in 

O.A.No, 

T,A,No, 	 (W.P,No 

Admitte 	and Interim directions 

iSsued. 

Allowed. 

Thsposed of With directions 

• 	 Dismisse 	as withdrawn. 

Dismissed 

Dismisse4 for default, 

OrderewR4iected. 

No order as to Costs. TT 




