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By Hon'ble Mr. R. K. Ahooia. Member CA.)

Applissant

Respondents

T !'1 e a D p 1 i c a n t w a s & p o i n t e d a s a

■Sttanograoher Grade D in 1971 .. She was pt emoted r><

St.enocirapher ' Grade C' in November. 1 98 ! . By an or del"

dgi.ted 19. 12,. 96. sl'ie was a.ppointed as a Privrite

Secretary on an ad—hoc basis. The letter of

a p p o i n t f I i e n t s h o w s t hi at t hi e p r o i o c> t i o n o f ■ t h e a p p 1 i c a n t.

was on ad-hoc basis for a period of four months or

till roQular officers becairie available, whiiohever is

earlier. The grievance of the applicant is that h^y an

order dated 24,8.98. she has been ordered to be

reverted from the pcjst of P.S. to ,her substarrtive

■^oSi t of Stsno Grs.de C' .

The case of the appiicarit is that she ha.'-
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b8en rtppointsd ss a Private Secretary in the Cabinet

■Secretariat vice one Shri Suroj Bhan who had tjeen

appointed P=S. on the basis of seniority quota,

Accordiriq,ly4 the vacancy which arose due to trans'fer

of shri Suraj Bhctn was not an exarsiinajtion vaoaricy and,,

therefore, she was not to be rep.laced by an

p yig^svji f-iQ t ion Candidate, In the additional af f i. da.vi t

filed by the applicant, it has fslso been' al .leged t. h-st

while the applicant has been rev-£>rted by the inipuqned

order, sorne of her juniors like -Sii, M,D, Ta.hiliarii,

■Sh, D, -S. Garg and one Mrs, Rita -Sethi ,have been allow'^d

t o c o n t. i n u e t o o f f i c i a t e a s P, S,

4)

3, Tilt? !"esporiden ts ha.v& d&nied ttie af or esai d

allegation, They subrnit that the reversions are being

Of! the basis of 'l.ast oome first go". They also

deny that anyone junior to tlie aoplicant has been

retrained as F^i -S, Ttiey point out in their additional

affidavit that -Shri Tahiliani, Shri Garg and Sfnt, Rit-a

-Sjfethi are seniot" to the applicant. The s;aid perisons

had been appointed on the? basi5> of earlier selectio.i''S

t h & n t!'! e a pi p 1 i. c a. n t,

4-- We hs've heard both the) lesfrned e;oun.sel. We

find that there is a coinrnon cadre in respect of

C & ri t r a. 1 S e c r q t a r i. a t S e r v i c.) e o f S t e i'i o g t" a p li s r s i. n

-respect of Ministry of Horne .Affairs, Both the Cabinet

■Secretai"i.at as w€? 11 as tlie Depa?■ tnien t of Stsitistics

are participants- of this M,H, .A, cadre, Consequerjtiy,



1  i- 1-,the transfer of Shri Surad Bhan from Cabinet

"tari a t to Deoartment of Statistics does not

create a. fresh vacancy in the seniority Quota in trie

Cabinet Secretariat. It only implies that the

examination appointeej instead of belnQ sent to

Department of Statistics, will have to be posted in

the Cabinet Secretariat)

>

5, It is contended by the learned counsel tor

the applicant that the S€?niQity list of Steno Grade

'C of CSS Cadre of Ministry of Home Affairs, a codv

of which has b€?en annexed at Annexure A—7 to the CA,

shows that the applicant has beeiT appoin.ted to the

grade on 1 )3)82 while Shri Tahiliani was appointed on

1 )51 8A and Shri D)S)Garg on 3)9)82; *

A V

6) We find that the aforesaid seniority list

itself shows that while Shri DiSoGa.rg is at serial

n o) b a n d Shr i M. D) Tahi 1 iani at serial ik?. 1 5^ tiie

app 1 icant hie!"■ ein is at seria 1 no; 51 ; Therefore, even

on the basis of this seniority listj the applicant

cannot say that S/Shri Garg and Ta.hilia.rii are ji..(nior

t o h e r' ) The respondents ha v e a 1 s o m a d e it c, 1 e a r i n

their additiona. 1 affidavit that Shri ' Taliani was

apP'Ointfivd on the basis of 197 1 seniority list wh.'i ie

the applicant herein was appointed on the basis; of

1972 stonierity list; Therefore) there? is no bas;is in

the allegation of the .applicant that the responderits

have retained her iuniors as ad—hoc P)Si while tliey
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h a V e r e vert e d i'i e r t r o m her p o s i t i o n

/ d i t"! es h /

7. In the resultj we find no merit in the ciair!!

of the applicant and the OA is accordingly dismissect

do COS ts i

IKiildip Singh)
Member(J)

(R. K. Ahooj^'

?fSA)Me
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