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CENTRAL ADMINBTRAtPIVE TRIBUN^L^ PRINCIPAL BEN::H

NEW DELHI

^ j3 ^I
(1) Original Application tfo.761 of 1986

I-S.Bhama ,,, Applicant

Versus

Uhion of ]hdia & others ... Respondents

(2) Original Application No. 203 of 1988

I.S.Bhaina ,,, Applicant

Versus

Union of India & others Respondents

(3) Original Application Nb.2339 of 1988

I.S.Bhama ,,, Applicant

Versus

Union of India & others .. Respondents

In 0^-761 of 1986 and 0^»203 of 1988

Counsel for the applicant ••••«r. G-D-Gupta

counsel for the respondents M.I,.venna

in 0^-2339/88

Counsel for the applicant ... Mr. M.N.Krishnamani

Counsel for the respondents ... Mr. M.L.Verma

Coram;- Hon'ble Mr. Justice U.C.Srivastava, Vice-chairman(J)

Hon'ble Mr. I.P.Gupta, Member ( Administrative)

J u d q m e n t

Hon'ble Mr. I.P.Gupta, ffember ( Administrative):-

These three applications are filed by one

applicant and they are interlinked with each other

and that is why the same are being disposed of together,

2• The applicant was appointed Emergency Commisp'

Officer in Indian Army on 17 2 \
^ ".2.1964. On 1.8.1970, "V



he was released from the Anny, he was appointed as

II.G.T;. in Government Higher Se.co.ndary. School/

,, Harinagar, ^New Delhi,^nd also in the N.C.C. as a Commi-

.sfs^oned Officer and: he-remained l^^re t,il^, 24.4.1972 .

. .With effect from 25th April,,1972 he was appointed as

, Assistant, Station Di^ctor in Ml India Radio by

•sv,: . - the. method .of, dir.ect reciru_itment against the post

r-.;:, , . reserved .for. Emergency. Cornmissioned Officers . According

. .to the applicant, , he wa§, .en.titl^ to count .the services

. rendered by him ..as ECO .in the .pas t ,as per .circular

, ,of the ,Qabin.et Secretariat d.ai^ed 25th August, 1971.

,ahe said circular which .is on .record provides, that

the,seniority,.of such .officers should be fixed on the

-j -, ;r,~ assumption, th^t- the officer .concerned had b^^ appointed

vi; ' Qn the-dat:e arrived .alS;^fLf^e?"„,giYin9[

;for,.the .approv^..Military.jseryiqe including.,the period

-ot training,:.andshe would be deenied. tp. have...been allotted

j ,̂ the,,cprre.sponding yea^ ^9^ "the, purpose pf fixation of

-r. 3 .-; ..Thus-, ac.cppding, to the,applicant, he was

. .. . entitled tp ,be gi.ver3, senipri effect f^csn 10th ^
\ -

. ?r . .November,.,1965..., and, pr Station. Director in

19-71,1 :when, a .numbert. of.persons tp him .were

, . . considered' and-promoted as., such ty a .Drc helji in 1971.

i5i|̂ ^ o«xe43^ 3oa®odkboofl^^
. i; ;• -v. :v .pCRCHRKte^ .fSpSSiSfe ,toc. .?^e DPC

. , in i-the .year, 1971 inade ,a number .q^ selections, and promoted

;; : ; some .pfficeirs ,to.. t]he pos t of, St^t^ipn Director
-.1

; v..~.(.prdin!ary,.,Gra|de ),. on,20.3.1^ applicant represents

r? . that.,being senior & deemed to have been in service as

. , rAssistant Director from 10,11 he :Should have been

, . promoted, as, Director (Ordinary Grade) .in; 1971 & the DPC , '
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of 1971 should have considered his casfe ^cbfiogc viidix

Wac «§S<§t aldhg with his' juhibrsT^he appiicarit was informed

r^hiisti^ ci>f i & B«s letter dated 8.6.73 that the

President was pleased tb decide- t^ services as

E.G .6. shall be counteid tdv/kxrds hiis seniority in the

cadre of Assistant Stktion Director from the year 1966

Under Rule 6 (1) (b) of the i^eleaked' ^ergehcy

OE^icersi C Reservatibil of-v^ca;h^ies > Mal^V 1:971 and

seniority "was allowed to him acdbrdihgiy; -The grievance

of the applicant is that hie was no-t asisi^ed -Seniority

accoj^ing to ''the ciirdular dated 26i8 ,l97l. "ihe applicant

went dri rtiakirig ire'presehtatidns fdr redfessal of his
.". , a..ogrievancecas'e -fdt seiiloriCy ^nd promotion

~ 'wliiich was tihdeir cdniiiderS'tidn. tlie' mlaritinie on 8th Mayt

1974 he wa^ f>i:dmdted to the post'of station'Director on

claims ;that~ ^iie promotion

M" d^femed '̂to be r^^l^r 'fiirditoti was

entitled to the s^e benefit as giveh td the^juniors who

fed already bi^h regtiiar^^ Iri'the Memorandum dated

#11 ' ' 28 .^.197^ iii^ Ws stat^ 'that' ^th^ d^dnu^d^^aie^ of appoints

in the cks4 of • ibai '̂tgferidy C will be

cdurit^ f bif 'iihieir ^ll^ibiii^^i^ |>rdmdtibn,' provided
» ' th^y Wave sudd^^sNliy' dbrr^leteS^ probation

I aSd tdtai pferi:bci of '̂ er^ice deemed date
" ' of lppoiritra^€ wis not-iesi th^n^^^t^ service

" ' " ' ' ' required: under the'rulW tdt prbmdti^ that

,/ t'he applicant would have been cdhsi«3e^^ for' promotion to

the pbist o^ Station Director, he'^^ucces'sfully

doiiipleted the peribd'of proba^t^^ by the -^€ime when DPC

had met i .'fe. on 4th September, l9fl i l^

request for consideration frcro the date his juniors were

promoted could not be acceded to. This is precisely

;.:x
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4.

the defence which has been taken in the written

statement. Applicant's case was referred to iftiion

Public Service Commission much before the issue of

DPSAR's notification dated 17th January, 1976 and the

Uhion Public Service Cqmmission alsb gaSrerltShadvice on

the basis of which the said Memorandum referred to above

was issued. The applicant has given the instance of one

Shri Bhargava who was Emergency Commissioned Officer,

who joined as Assistant ibcecutive Engineer in C.P.W.D. on

3.10.19^72 and was given promotion in CPWD with effect

from 11,1169' when his juniors had been promoted although fK

he did not enter service on that date. Similarly he has

also given the instance of Shri C.L.Kalsi who joined
T . r ;-:o J -'r! y.: :i bli Vi '

the Ministry of Information and Broadcasting after release
cdvv zSaod.-r :•>::'' -ac .i

5^°!" ^rade IV Central Information Service
and whose seniority was given after giving credit to

I- j lo T.V;,:: -v;,.; :>• o::. -:r:/;aoc i.::

the service rendered in Emergency Commissioned Officer.
cr hr. 'zKiri -yr.--.',-- ; a-f; :

One Sahib Singh who joined Central Service against

reserved quota was appointed on 23.11.70 and was given

seniority in accordance with the circular dated 26.8.71
bl-VOvJ yivvV.;- -b'-rs :f '',q..v

and he was promoted to the post of Grade I with effect
:ioi: s:,c] z.c-^ virv v

from 24.2,1972. The applicant went on making representa-
:v:; ;hcc- ;>v"

tions and sending reminders whereafter he approached
,-ri vv- o s-::/I o.'; i'-iv

the Tribunal claiming that his non-promotion as Station

Director in the year 1971 and rejection of representation

was illegal, malafide and unconstitutional and liable to

be set aside.

Jto the Ctiginal Application No the

applicant, after narrating these facts, has. stated that

, promption to the post of Station Director

(Ordinary Grade) with effect from 30.3.1976 and was

promoted to the post of station Director o„de )

iii
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with effect from 28.6,1983 and rendered more than

lb years of service in April, 1986, For promotion

for the post of Station Director ( Seaior Grade)
. , ,,v , ..

the incumbent must have five years experience in

the cadre of Station Director (Ordinary Grade) and for

promotion from the post of Station Director to the post

of Deputy Director General, 7 years experience is

needed in the Gr&de of Station Director ( Seg^r). It
was decided by the Department of Personnel and Training

to relax the said provisions and the total service

should be taken into account and 10 years service in

both the cadres should be considered for the post of

Deputy Director General, The D,P,C, met on 8,4,86 and

th^ applicant has stated that it considered incumbents who

did not have 10 years experience O" post of Station

birebtor. According to this criteria only 4 candidates

'including tW applicant were eligible but the candidates

who were not eligible and not having lo years experience

were also considered, Ihese ineligible candidates

superseded the applicant and if they would not have

been considered there was no occasion for his not having

been selected for the post of Deputy Director General

by the D,P,C., who had rejected him and selected others.

The applicant made representations against the same

but no reply was received, that is why he filed another

petition against non-promotion as Deputy Director General

and promotion of respondents 2 and 5 not within

the eligibility zone even after relaxed rules, was

illegal void and ineffective.

5, In short the applicant has sought the
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following reliefs in three applications filed

before tJie Tribunal s-

(i) The applicant is entitled to be

considered for notional promotion to the post of

Station Director from the date from which his juniors
• •' ^ ^

were promoted i.e. from 20th March, 1971 with all

consequential benefits?

, ., : (ii ). Refixation of his seniority .by

allotting him year 1?!65 in the grade of ^^s^stant

Director# .alternatively, f ixing tais seniority, as above the

- .prpmot^es pf; the year' 1966 and below .the,,direct recruits

• .-who were, appointed; against unretseryed vacancies and -

direction to the respondents to make § review DPC

sit for the year 1^1 for co^sideriatii^, .9f,.pase

,,of the applicant, f or rthe;- post .of . Statipn, Director;

H i \ v(iMO -jthe,; applica^^t may .Ipe^ for

>• pronption Sl^tiqh Director :(; jSe^ .Grade) with

: ;effect ;f.ro,m 1982/;PnV7ards . eschew consideration

L: : :;,:the; adverse, rremer^s.,made-against. ;3pplicant during

:a97Toto-1980.;;

(iv): theiapplicantc,,i5 .entitled to be promoted

;>as Depul^y!Directipr <^neral with ®ff®ct , frpn) the date

-from-whichwthe^ppst^pf DTC^was filled jip .loy quashing

;.; the 1appointment pfthe "ineligible persons who were

promoted to the^post of DDG without following the

driteriaj as .laid down in office Memorandum No.22011/3/76-

ElttCDfldated 24.12 a980 which proyides that where a

' - 'n^ officers,' in 'the- feeder grade is

- than the number of officers tO; bs considered

^adcbrding to the. determiTied zone,; all officers so

eligible shoiild be considered.;

Nb.5 of the Xli India kadio

ii' i
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(Group A Posts) Recruitine^t Rules may >b!e declared

as ;;U.ltra vires of & 16 of the Constitution

• of•-fIndiaji r/o"

6. The learned counsel for the resporid'ents

contended that -

(a) the representations of the petitioner
fJU. ;lji

were cohMdered for notional promotion to Station Director ij'
^ i':

in 1971 but since he was not in ieffee tivfe service on

tihfe'date 4.9.71 his request for considera-

' ' tion- for promotion in 1971 coiild^ not be acceded to. It

^ tfecalied that the off icier was appointed as

'^sistani:^ bir^ctot-thr6ugh XJPSC oh 25 w4kl972 . Ihe matter

- re^tin^'reservation^ for pbsts" for -appointment of
Officers _

i^ieks(Bd' ^ Gbiim]sSiohet^^to cert^ Services ijt

;^ is ^gOveme^ by-s ruifes iiinder Article 309 of k

- the^ ^doris ti&ti^^

; l9lir'^^ J^l^s ^indicate that

' •'ptoba€i6rJ%^for^-iih# ^fbm^^ vith

or deemed to have been consisted "«^en .'b^f6j?e it starts

' ^o ^ Tl^e TOatter- promotion are governed

by the relevant Rule§ -6f Bii-Civil :Sei?>?ice^to which

recriiitment'wag mafle SM-^thesfe rules require completion

• bf -pr^ktibn? before •beirig-^cohsidefed if5r^promotion.

^ 2^ nc^- 'such thing .as ^eem^d completion of

• probation eitfabo^ilt-lsc^^^t^^^ ^ person

actually completed^a" p^rioS^ Probation he may v,.

^ have completed, his: period ,of. probation from

• ah earlier In short his ^atisf^to^.; completion

bf probation is a ,pre-requiaitevfor; next^^^igher promotion.
DP &AR btotificatibn dated: 17th January 1976 though of ®

2>ost?>, x>: 1971 when tlie DPC ha^ met, sirtply reiterates
general principles of'service. The counter has also

ii!
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• the respondents '
mentioned that have no comments in regard to

the case of ShriBhargava quoted by the applicant who

has been working in CPWD since the full facts ,on record

are not a vailable. In the three other cases of

. S/Shri BvR. Bhaum^ick '̂ G,I/,Kalshi and Gurki±a±Lh Singh

though personal files; are hot ava;i it is seen from

various orders that are available on record that they

C.L.Kalshi and Shri B.R.Bhaumick)

?^ere prbm6ted -o^^^^ adhbc basis after their probation

was complete; Thfe applicant has pleaded for promotion
.before - - '

not only i.^f;i coij^i^ his probation in the l^^r
'^rade of T^sistant' ipirector but; aigo from the date

-^eh he vas a^ not lii ^^r^qel in the case -

of Shri Sahib Singh he was appointed to the service before

the r^eeting of-the DPG-and was rdeem^-to h^ completed

: 7 pj^ob^ion actual-ly went thfKDugh
.^prpl^ion;--l.-,: •^

. ; r - /O ' O -r^ixation of iseniority

c r w :9;9^nsel;for rfche respondents has said that

seniority as per

2;o •contained in

5 ^^i;9/2D/69^Es:tt(C) dated 26.8.71 *

seni.c^ity^,was-:.fi5cpdi below, the d:irect recruits

- :;o on.coHJEiitaa^ as Emergency

; OffiGer i -A^eordingly:: his deemed ddte of

^PP9i!'f^ '̂?''en;t;, was. f ixgd vas-vlS; 6i,67- and he-was gi'^n seniority
,s - ; V : below the last difi^cit recniit of 1966;

; "' „•, ^Pung^ent ,of,adverse remarks,

-submitted:by the: appiicaht agaii^t
;:o e ;: ^ -; thec.;adverse .remarks- were duily examined ih detail at a

Very seriibi- 1^^ a number of occasions , The applicant
^^rned adyerse^'entries year after year i.^. in 1975,

,197:7, 1978,1979 aiid 1980 by different reporting and

- ^xeviowlrvg offiSrs and «ia representations against the

i":

; 11
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entries were duly considered and rejected. In this connection

the respondents have quoted the following observations of

the Ceiitral Mminis'trative Tribunal, Cuttack Bench in Oft.

N6.189/86S-

"We are of opinion that the aforesaid remarks
would not strictly amount to any adverse report
against the applicant. Even if it amounts to an
advers^ report, we cannot interfere because
perfoinnance of a particular officer is to be
adjudged by his superior authority who is the
reporting officer because it is the superior
authority who has the opportunity of watching '
the performance. Law does not permit us to sit
over the judgment of the. reporting officer so far
as this aspect is concerned. The judicial forum

, , Pould only interfere when there is malafide or bias
pissded against their reporting officer. So far as
the present case is concerned, pf, course Dr.Dash
had argued certain matters trying to impeach
the credibility, of the reporting .officer but it
is well settled that such facts have to be
strictly proved to the hilt. There is no proof
of these facts and therefore, we do not feel
inclined to interfere.'?

/ . . (d),;Regarding to'DDG the learned counsel

v-for the respondents has kjuoted Rule 4-A(i) (g) of the

Recruitment Rules dated 23.10,1.884 which prbvides as unders-

for.considering an officer for promotion,

; - all; persons, senior 'to him in the gradfe' shall also

: j, : be .considered,; provided they have successfully

L ; - . completed their period" of prbbatibn irrespective of

the fact whether they have render^ t

length of service^'in .the''graded• "

. These Rules were made.apprifeable ^to Programifte"c4dre officers

., ,pf AIR /Doprdarshan. by Minis try •of Ihformatidn and

Broadcasting's letter dated 6,ld«85'(Anhexure-R-III ).

By the same order, issued in exercise. of pov^ers.- under Rule 6 of

Recruitment Rules of 1963, the total period of service in

combined grade of Station Director was reduced from 12 to 10

years. The officers who wire cdnsidefed by DPC for the poWt

of DDG on 8..10 .86 were eligible under these-provisions of the

order dated 6.10.86. For the post of Dpc ,in AIP^Doordarshan

the officers who were considered in 1988 had either completed

their .12 years of service or were' sehioir to thPse who had
completed 12, years of service.The applicant was also considered.

Thus the contention of the applicant ;that the Recruitment

Rules : were relaxed to consider
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Ineligible, persons is not correct. Itie Recruitment

Rules and the. provisions mad.e therein. h^ve been

made under the pov/ers confierred under Article 309

of the Constitution,and the power, to relax, is in -

built in,the notified recruitments Rules by virtue

of ppwer conferred by the Constitution and the

clause regarding relaxation states that "where

the Central Government is of the opinion that it is

necessary and expedient so to do, it may, by order,

for reasons to be recorded in writing and in

consultation with the l^ion Public Service Conmission,

relax any of the provisions of these rules with respect^,

to any clause or category of persons Hov/ever,

the counsel for the respondents has said that in the

instant case relaxation was not necessary as all

the persons who were considered for promotion

eligible in their own right in terms of the notified

Rules and provisions made therej^^'
- L^; M ."Mr:.;:.

:7.» : ;; : ,The analysis ,of :the .above/ content

:woul.d ;indiGate^^^^^^t^ the D0C of .197.1 could not have
«

,considered:the prompt^ of the applicant from the

,-post of :Assistant Station Director to that of Director

(Ordinary Grade) since the incumbent was first

appointed as Assistant .Station Director in Civil Service

on 25 »4o72 onl^ on recommendation-: of UPSC against

.the <3uota. of Emergency Commissioned Off icers, The

.applicant had also to undergo the.period of probation,

although he.may be deern^ to ha^e, completed his

period of probation from, an earlier .date, only after

actual completion of the period of: probation. He could

thus have been considered:by a DPG.which met only after

completion of his probation, it
appears that the

1* i;
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applicant was promoted as officiating S^tation .

Director (Ordinary Grade) bn ad hoc'basis from 8.5.74

but his promotion on regular basis took place from

30.3 .76 in the grade of'Station'Director (Ordinary Grade). -

Biere'seems no"reason why he should not be considered

for regula'risatidn at least from- 8 .5 .74, if-not from an

earlier date betweeri 25 .4 .W & 8.5.74 by deeming him to

have cbnpieted his probation# subject tO" availability of

vacancy. „ • . - .

8. Regarding refixation of seniority his deemed

date of appointment as Assistant Director comes to 10,11.65

after computing his ECO's service including the training

period. Ihe point to be examined is whether he was placed

belov; only such recruits as were appointed through

competitive examination or test or interview by UPSC

corresponding to the year to which the applicant was

allotted and the promotees, if any, of the same year of

allotment were placed belov?. This should be so in terms i

of Department of Personnel's Notification No.9/20/89-

Ests-(c) 'dated '2^ .8 i1971 says that EGOs will rank

below candidate's appointed'-thfodgli cbmpe^titive examina-

t̂ibh br tesi t or inte'r^i^ieW 'cbnductM' by-the^^^-^

cbtrespbnding to the "ysar to v/hich the fbrmer candidates

•are ^llbtted-. .

9.' • ' ^ 'Regarding the applicant's'Claim for promotion

to the pbst of Station Director (Selection Grade) with

effect from 1982' onwards "Eschewing frbni cbrisideration

the adverse remarks m^^ against the applicant during .

to 198©, we wbMd like to-state that we do not

find any justificatioh tb interfere with the adverse

reraar3cs' in the ACRs of the applicant, since they were

communicate to him and the representations were duly

considered at, a higher level and rejected. 58^ mala fide

I

it
, 5
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has been established against the Reporting or Reviewing

Officers « Further,, different Reporting and:'Reviewing officers

had given adverse remarks in years of.. repofiting. A recent

decision of the Hon'ble..Supreme. Court may al$o be cited in

this connection. Jn the, case of ,| Uhion .of India Vrs . E.G.

Jfembudri (1991 SCC (L&S) 813 J the Hon'ble Supreme Court

held that in the absence of any, statutory rules or statutory

instructions requiring the competent authority,to .record

reasons in rejecting the representations made by a Government

servant against the adverse entries the competent authority

is not under obligation to_ record, reas^on'.: Bat the'competent

authority.has no licence to, aqt arbitrarily; it must act in

a fair and Just manner. In governmental -functioning before

any order is issued l^he .matter is generally considered at

various levels and the, re^asons and., Qpiriidns^in

the notes pn the file,.- ' -

10. Regarding.,the applicarit's: claim for pfbm

' as' Efeput:y Director (General) it may be, said thatyw^ the
mnistry- 6f M Broadcasting vide order dated
6th-,:PGto;ter,.il986 relkxed the-'provibi^^^ of RfecrUitJnent Rules

vrediicing the ^^uajifylng. service-, i^; the Icombihed g^ Station
"^ioir^ years and extended the pfovisions of Rule-4-A(]^)

'€6 thfe"of'fi&e the Programme cadre also. "Hiis clause
f,or. rela?cation:;was: introduced after" consultation with, UPSC.
These orders were,.iss,ued in exerQisevOf pox^rers under Rule 6

of Recruitment Rules of 1963, Ihe rel from :;12 to 10 years

.c ;r-was' giveh wheri hone, according to the position then obtain*^
had 12 years of service and several posts o£ Deputy Director
General had, tp be. filledThe- condition^ for considering

the seniors was to avoid hardship to Seniors^it would not have
beeh'equitous *t^ leave out seniors. Th6se relaxations^ exercise '̂:

. in consultation: with the UPSC^ cannot-be treated as if they
were not in good..faith or were,not. objective.

11, • Attention in. this connection .

is also invited; to the case of Rpshan Lai Tandbn Vs".

Union of India (AIR 1^67,SC Page 1894) Where in it

A
J
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,wa. hela th.t ths.e was no In the a.g.„e„t •
that the Raaway Board had law dov,n that promotion fro™
one grade to another was to be based on senlority-ou,„-
sultabllity and could not be altered later to
the prejudice Of the petitioner. Itls true that the

°r.p Of Govern«®nt service is contractual, i^ere is anof^er and acceptance. But once appointed to his post or
office the Government servant acquires a status and

obligations are no longer determined by
. . consent of both parties, but ty statute or statutory

. rules Which may b. framed and altered unilateraUy by
Vthe Government, v ; ;,

:ct would be seen that in October, 1988
. ' when the, DPC: considered nf'-F-i r'Wv.o -fOfficers for promotion to the

post of DDG namely; shri S.C.Garg, Shri Y.T.saarat (s/c)
S'̂ -i-ti.Blna^r^vi, shrl T;R.M.ia^^ Shri' I.s.

:,^B^ ^ith^ 12 years.;service.or were
in terms .of 4-A(l).(g); of :the. Recruitment =

^ Rules. 1984 which provided that ail'tSorsf
• to those eligible would;;also have

:: , ore. relaxation ts,lQ .years-was ^not::riec^ssary as
. "ho wase cohSldered for pr^^^

•; either 12 years or were senior to thosft;„ith!l2 years of
service.

' ^ It may also be mentioned thai: accoriing to
the learned oounsel for respondents the .D?C^ V
ĉonsider the applicant along with others.^ihe BfC even

recommended.hi» but only, two persons Were approved - one
senior to applicant and the other agiihst the single
vacancy of the Staff Artist quota. Sinoe the applicant was
duly considered.. Ms. right to consiSeration was not
Violated.
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14. In the. conspectus of the aforesaid fact^

the Tribunal directs the appropriate official respondents

(i) to review the seniority of the

applicant in the grade of Assistant Station Director

in*terms of Department of Personnel Notification

No ,9/20/89 dated 26.8.71 keeping in view the fact that

prombtees with the year of allotment as of the applicant

are placed tieiow him and only direct recruits or

thoise recruited through competitive examination or test

or interview conducted by UPSC corresponding to the

year to which the applicant is allotted are placed

above him.

' . : . ' Cii) to review the applicant

subject to suitability and availability of vacancy in

the grade, of Station Director (Ordinary Grade) on

the recommendation of the appropriate DPC which might

be deemed to sit after completion of probation by the

applicant. But the promotion can be effected, isubject

to vacancy even from a date during the period of

pro;bation but not earlier than 25.4.72, on the assump^on
I . • N. •

that he would be deemed to have completed his

probation frcsn an earlier date (such an assumption is

to be made only on actual completion of satisfactory

probation). Ihe applicant was promoted as officiating

Station Director (Ordinary Grade) from 8.5.74 and

there seems no reason why he should not be considered

for regularisation at least from that date, if not

from an earlier date between 25.4.72 & 8.5.74, subject,

of course to the availability of vacancy & suitability;

(iii) to review the case of promotion of

the applicant to the post of DUG on the basis of the
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cancles a.e ...sUn, and the appu.ant „a. even
recommended by Die of 1988.

"• , toth the above directions,'Which should

^Iicat.ons namely, of. 198g^^.o3 of 1,88 and
as to COS ts .

^ TT r» o •
• ^fenilDer'm vestava )

Vice-chairman(J)

ViA<_ uJi Lost-aX.^

• ^.9).
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