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IN THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL :HYDERABAD BENCH

AT HYDERABAD

0.A.No,536 of 1996, -

Betweens

K,A manda Rae, .. #pplicant
and

1. The S5taff Selection Commission
_ (Southerm Region)Gevt, ef India,
EVK Sampath Buildings, 2nd fleor,

Cellege Road,Madras,rep, by the
Directer (Seutherm Region), =~ -

2. The Govt. of Imdia, rep, by i1its
Secretary, Department of Persemnel &
Traiming, Ministry of Personnel,
Public Grievances & Pension,

Central Secretariat, New Delhi-1,

. +Respondents
COUNSEL FOR THE APPLICANT : M ,P.Naveen Ra
COUNSEL FOR THE RESPONDENFS: Mr,K,Bhaskara Rao

CORAM: .

‘THE HON'BLE SRI R,RANGARAJAN, MEMBER (ADMN )

AND

f

THE HON*BLE SRI B,3.JAl PARADESHWﬁR, MEMBER (JUDL)

(AS PER HON'BLE SRI R, RANGARAJAN, MEMBER (A); )

Heard Mr.P.Naveen Rzo for the Applicant and

Mr.K,Bhaskara Rao for the Respondemts,
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Date of 0rder:29-6-1298.
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2. The applicant in this 0,A, while working as

Fitter (Skilled grede) in the Ordnance Factory Project

at Eddumajlaraem submitted his applicatien fer Recrui

(5

ment

to the pest ef Inspector ef Central Excise/Inceme Tax etc,,

1996 ( Netificatien at Aumexure,A-I, page,8 te the OlA,),

The case of the applicant was rejected by the impugned

Order No,3/71/95-5R, dated:3-4.1%96 as he failed te fulfill

the conditions laid dewn in Para,4(e) of the notice Lentioned

above for age relaxation as a départmzntal candidate

age relaxation as per the potificatien is permissibl

fer those who are working im & pest which has pexus
werk and te the duties of Inspecter of Central Excis
Tax,

nical cadrﬁ; his case was rejected by the impugned ©

dated 33~4~1996,

3. The applicant prays fer setting aside the impu
Order No,3/71/95-5R, dated :3-4-~19596 of Respondent N¢

disqualifying him for selection and consequential d*

The

»

r

[

to the

enly

= /Income

As the applicant was working as a Fitter im thE tech-

rdér

gned
<1

rqction

to the respondenmts te permit him to sit for the exa

ration

in pursuance ef the said netification and to'appein him

for any of the pests notified as per his perfermanc

all consequential berefits,

4, A reply has been filed 1n.this O.,&, The replj
oniy states that the applicant was pot permitted te
for the examination as he-éigg not fulfil the cendi
lajd dewn in Pars,4(e) of th;_;;id notificatien,

5.
LAl LA
a departmental candidate, wheegis

Ve

The applicant in Para,4(d) has stated that, fe
gy

he has nexus with
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sit

tionsg
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. §or all the departments of Central Gpvernment,

duties ef Inspector of Central Excise/Income TaXoL

be considered for the pest in accerdance with the nof
cation if he is below 35 years of age without insist

MU
en the Lcendi tiens,

6. The learmed Counsel for the applicant submits

can

(3

c1fi -
ing

that the department means,- any departmeat in Geveramemt

of India and not the departmemtal candidates ef the

Central Excise and Income Tax,  In the reply there i3 no

remirk in regsrd to the above contertien raised in P
ef the O0,A, It is clearly stated in that Para,4@),
recruitment rules goverming the pest of Inspector ef
Tax, the maximum age prescribed for the departmental
dates threugh direct recruitmemnt is 35 years,

S |

hra, 4 )
the
Income

candi-

7. Ghen—the recruitment rules for the Income Tax Department

were iSsued by the Income Tax Departmemt, “Departmental

@
candidate® camnot mean teo b€ as—the departmental can

! G, onf bt do X

. only mean;*Departmemtal camdidates® for the Income Thx

idate

Department enly, Hence the departmertal candidates of the

P (o)

Income Tax Department and the Excise Department, if they are

belew 35 years of age, they should be consiiered for

the

selection in pursuance of the notification even if they de

net have any nexus with the work and duties of Incom= Tax

Inspecters ard Excise InSpecters, The applicant being a

departmental candjdate of Ordnance Factory service, his

status as a departmental gandidate in Ordnance FacteLzy

service cannot give him the relief eof cersidering hils case

ﬂh- -.\’_ RATw 14»
he is belew 35 years of age,




8. In view of what is stated abeve, we fird
mo merit im this O,A,, herce the O,A, is dismissed,

Ne costs.

/;E}/\ M J\M‘/Zz

S"‘J I PARAMESHWAR )

| MRBER GWL) MEMBER (ADMN )

5

( R LRANGARAJAN )
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Dated sthis theé "29th day of June, 1998
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Dictated to the sterme in the Open Court
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Copy te:

_ The Director, (Southe;p Region, )
1. The Staff Selectlon Commissian, (Southern Region), ‘Govt,
EUK Sampath Buildings, 2nd Flaor, College Road, Madrqs.

P P

2. éécretary, Dept. of "ersonnel and Training, Min.of

3. oOns copy to Mr. P.Yayeen Rao,Advocate,CAT,Hyderabad.
4. One copy to Mr.K.Bhaskara Rao,Addl,CsSC,CAT,Hyderabad,
5. One copy to D.R(A),CAT,Hyderatad. ‘

6. One duplicats- copy.

YLKR

of I

grsonnel
. Public Grievance & Pension, Central Secretariat, New Delhi,
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TV ED 3y o CHENRED 3Y
CTMPAANED 3Y APPRIVID BY

[ THE CEMTR .L ADMIMISTRATIVE TAIJIUMAL
' HYDERABARD OEHCH HYDERA 34D

THE HCH'ILE SHRO R,RANGARAIAN : M(A)

-

D ' 1

THD HGH'SLE SHAI B.5.JAI PARAMESHIAR
"M{3)

e

L

DATED: =29 l 6 (%"

}

ORSIR/JUDGMENT

M.a/R.A/C.P 080

SENTN 5% \Cf6 |

CADIITTED
IS3UED

AMD TIoTERIN DIRZCTION

DISPUSZD UF WITH DIRECTIZNG —
D ISHIGSED |
DISMISS: AS U/ ITHDRAUI
DISMISSZD FONDZFAULT
RDERED/REIECTE

NG TRDER AS TI CIS
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