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IN THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL : HYDERABAD BENCH
AT HYDERABAD

CRIGINAL APPLICATICN NO, 548/95
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06~11-1997,
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Between &=

Baka 5eeraswamy

And

Hyderabad Central Circle,

‘ese Applicant

Central Public Works Department,

Nirman Bbavan, Sultan Bazar,

Hyderabad.

2. M.P.Krishna
i
3. J.Kanta Rae

Counsel for the,Apﬁlicant :

Counsel for the Respendents :

CCRAM:

THE HCN'BLE SHRI R,RANGARAJAN

««s Respondents

Shri V.V.Narasimha Rao

Shri V.Rajeshwar Rae, CGSC

: MEMBER (&)

THE HONfBLE SHRI BE.S.JAI PARAMESHWAR : MEMBER (J)

(Order per Hen'ble Shri R.Rangarajan, Member (A)
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(Order per Heon'ble Shri R.Rangarajan, Member (A) ).

Nocne fer the appli.ant. Sri V.Rajeshwar Rao, standirng

‘councel for the respondents. None for Respondents 2 and 3. Res-

poendents 2 and 3 were called abgent,

2. The applicant in this CA was appointed as LDC on 8-4-85,

He was cne of the aspirants for the post of Cashier, which carries

the special pay. Lewer Division Clerks are considered and those

: AL _
‘whe are feund suitable were posted as Cashiers on the basis of the
. . — ‘
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as Cashier whereasﬁReSpOndgnts 2 and 3 were selected and pested as

Cashiers vide office order No.9(13) 95/HCC/E.I11/1328 4t.7-4-95
" (Annexure~I to the ca) . .

3. This CA is filed to set aside the Office Order dt.7-4-95
'passed by Respendent Ne,1 and for a consequential direction to the

Respondent No.l1 to appeint the applicant as Cachiler with all conse=-

quential benefits.

4, A reply has been filed in this OA. It is stated that accord-
ing to pare-18 of Section-6, Chapter-V of CPAD Manual (Vol.D)
f(Annexure R-1 to the reply) Assistants/UDCs/LDCs may be appeinted
~as Cashiers at the discretion of the competent authority (Annexure
R-II tc the reply),r The competent authcrity in this case is Super-
intending Engineer% whoe is the appointingrauthority in respect cf
Greup—C posts. Aslthe two vacancies of Cashier were to be filied

in the office of Executive Engineer, HCD~-I,CPWD, HyderﬁbadJand
. . [

Executive Engineer{ HCD-I11, Hyderaba@}fellowing the completion ef

J&/_tenures of the incﬁmbents. willingress from the eligible LDC§._._3.
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whofg%?_ﬂgasi Perménent/Permanent were called fer by ietter
dt.17;1-95 (Annexu%e R-11I to the reply). Eleven LDCs epted for
posting as LDC-cumeashier. The applicant is one of them, He was
the senior most amoﬁgst thcse who opted. In the meanwhile Respen-
dent N¢.2 filed OaA 1096/94 on the file of this Bench for considering
him fer the rest. iSimilarly Respendent No.3 alse filed a similar
C.A. Those Oas wefé disposed of by directing‘the responpdents te
ccensider @2ll the candidates whe applied in_response to the notifi-
cation irrespective.of the seniority. Accordinglx,all the candi-
dates including thé:applicant, Respondent No.2 and 3 were cénsidé; '
red by the.Selectioh Committee for posting as LDC-cum-Cashier
in accordance with:the rules, The DPC bs=-toek note of the perforf
mance repcrt of each optee and arrived st a decif}on and drawn ther

select list. As per the select list Respondents 2 and 3 were selec-

ted and posted,

5. When the respcndents have- follewed the instructions given
in the CFWD Manual, there can be no question of setting aside the
appointment of Respondents 2 and 3 as Cashiers, The applicant has
not filed any rejoiﬁder te the reply indicating any deficiency in
+é@&vﬁr ‘ o ) ' .
fiddng the rules. As he failled to file a rejoinder, it is to be
held that there WaS:no irregularity in the selection and the selec-
tion was cenducted in accordance with the proceedure in the CPWD

Manual and ReSpondqﬁts 2 and 3 were ddclared as eligible for pesting

‘ .
as LDchum-Cashierq_

.
I .
s .

6., In view of what is stated above, we find no reason to set

aside the impugned erder dt,7-4-95,
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7. In the result, the OA is dismicsed as having ne merits,
i

1

- No order as to costs.

Membéri(q? T Memker (A)

.- @x&

Dated: 6th Nevember, 1997, .
--------- A i e G sy W e s rx X 3 2 X ] 11 - i
Dictated 1in Cpen Court, ’YL/”’///A.

E m\s/%
{KAMESHW AR) (R. RANGARAJAN) '
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Copy to:i=

1t{‘The Superintending Enginesr, Hyderabad Central Circle,
Central Fublic Works Department, Nirman Bhavan, Sultan Bazar,
Hiyderabad..

2. One copy to Mr. V.V.Narasimhe Rao, Advocate , CAT., Hyd.

3. One copy to Mr. V.Rajesuar Rao, Addl.CGSC., CAT., Hyd.

is' One copy to D.RJ(A), CAT., Hyd.

5: One ' N

3IT

duplicata copy.
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Dismissed for Default
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