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CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL. PRINCIPAL BENCH

0.A.NO.2195/94

New Delhi, this the day of August, 2000

HON'BLE MRS. LAKSHMI SWAMINATHAN, MEMBER (J)
HON'BLE MR. S.A.T. RIZVI, MEMBER (A)

Sher Singh Sikriwal, IPS, S/0 Sh. Harlal
Singh, R/0 Village-Gu j ;}ar»-Ghatal,
P.O.-Maipura, Tehsil & District-Rewari,
Haryana.

P'osted as Director, Land Use Board,
Haryana, S.C.O.No.1-2-3, 17~Bays
'Building, Sector-l/D, Chandigarh.
(Bv Advocate: S5h. S.N.Shukla)

.Applicant,

versus

1. Union of India Through: The
Secretary, Ministry of Environment &
Forests, Deptt. of Forest
Wild-Life, Paryavaran Bhawan, C.G,0. ,
Complex, Lodhi Road, New Delhi.

2. The Chairman- Union Public Service

Commission, Dholpur House, Shahiahan
Road, New Delhi.

3. State of Haryana through, the
Secretary to Haryana Government,
Forest Department, Chandigarh.

4. Shri Brij Bhushan Sharma, IPS,
Divisional Por^t Officer,
Production Forest Division,
Kurukshetra fHaryana).

5. Sh, R.P.Balwan (As per amended Memo of Parties)
6. Sh. M.M.Joshi (As per amended Memo of Parties)
7. Sh. R.K.Singh (As per amended Memo of Parties)

....Respondents
(By Advocates: Sh. V.S.R.Krishna for Respondent-l

Sh.. A.K.Bhardwai for Respondent-2
None for Respondent Nos. 3 & 4

Sh, B.T.Kaul for Respondent Nos, 5 to 7)
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HQaI.feIg.„ML.^„§..:..A^I^„Ri^yi^„Memfeer„lAi:

This O.A. has been filed against the decision

of the Government of India, Ministry of Environment &

Forests, Department of Forest & Wild-Life, conveyed by

the Commissioner and s'^ecretary to Haryana Government,

Forest Department, Chandigarh vide their Memo dated

19.5,1994 (Annexure-17), in response to the applicant's



representation dated 16.9_1993 (Anne.xure A--16) - To begi^
with four different parties were made respondents in this

case, but later three more respondents got themselves

impleaded thereby raising the total number of respondents

to seven including three official respondents. The

amended Memo of parties has been placed on file. Among

the reliefs sought, by the applicant in this case is a

direction to the official respondents to appoint him to

the IP'S by promotion w.e.f. 1.1.1988 with all

consequential benefits together a further direction to

the same respondesnts to fix 1978 as the year of allotment

(YOA).

2. The appliclant's case as brought out in the

O.A. is that earlier he had filed an O.A. No.

2318/1992 in this Tribunal to secure directions to the

aforesaid official respondents to appoint him to the IPS

by promotion w.e.f. 1.1.1988 and to give him all the

consequeintial benefits. This O.A. was disposed of by

this Tribunal on 18.8.1993 with a direction to the

applicant to make a fresh representation to the

respondents to consider and dispose of the applicant's

fresh representation within 3 months. It. was left to the

applicant to pursue his interest further in accordance

with law if he felt aggrieved by the orders passed by the

official respondents after considering his fresh

representation. Not being satisfied with the decision of

the official respondents on his aforesaid fresh

representation, he has decided to file this O.A.



3. The applicant has mentioned that after his]

initial selection in February 1973, he was appointed to

the Haryana Forest Service (HFS) Class II by Haryana

Government's order dated 22.7.1975. He was appointed

substantively against a permanent post in the HFS w.e.f.

2.3.77 vide State Government order dated 23rd

October,1979 (Annexure A-1 & A-2). He has claimed that

he became eligible, for being considered for promotion to

the IFS, on 1.1.1982, in accordance with the IFS

(Recruitment.) Rules 1966 and the IFS (Appointment by

Promotion) Regulation Rules, .1966, hereinafter, for the

sake of brevity, called "Recruitment Rules 1966" &

"Promotion Regulation 1966". He has further stated that

his name was included in the select list prepared in

accordance with the Promotion Regulations, 1966, and the

said list was approved by the UPSC on 15.2.1983.

According to the applicant, the select list was again

prepared sub.sequently in December, 1984 and then again in

December 1985 in both of which his name again figured,

and no select list was prepared in 1986.

4. On 15.4.1936, the applicant was charge sheeted

in accordance with the Punjab Civil Services (Punishment

and Appeal) Rules, 1952 since been substituted by the

Haryana Civil Service (Punishment & Appeal) Rules, 1987.

On completion of the disciplinary proceedings, the

applicant was warned to be careful in future vide order

dated 8.3.1991 (Annexure A-6). A copy of the said order

was not required to be placed in the character roll of

the applicant. Meanwhile, the select list was again

prepared in 1987 which was approved by the UPSC on 20t.h
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amount to a minor penalty in accordance with the relevant.

Service Rules. Going by the dates of these communication

and the final order of rejection dated 19..5.94 conveved

by the Union of India, we cannot, help presuming that both

the UPSC as well as Union Govt. had duly considered the

recommendations made and the clarifications given by the

.State of Haryana in favour of the applicant.

\ 18. To sum up, we find that there has been no

irregularity or illegality on the part of the official

respondents in dealing with this matter and that the

applicant's claim for appointment to the IPS w.e.f.

,1.1.88. has no force whatsoever and must be reiected. .In

view of this, we do not consider it necessary to go into

the other questions of a subsidiary/anci1lary nature

raised by the applicant and the private respondents as

any possible decision in respect of any of these would

not materially alter the situation in favour of the

applicant.
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19. The OA is accordingly dismissed with no order

as to costs -

(S.A.T.Rizvi) (Mrs. Lakshmi Swaminathan)
Member (A) Member fj)
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