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The complaint in this case is that uheress the
petitioner and Shri K, Manian were both appointed on probation

es Pay and Agcounts Officers (Croup'8') to the Junior Time
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Scale by the same order dated 15,4,1682, the petitioner hea
been confirmed w.e.f. 17,11.1983 whils Shri K. Fanian has
beaen confirmed w.e.f, 1u°a 1682 by the impuonsd order dated -
10.9.1¢84, It locks rather surprising that Shri K, Manian

has bean given an egarlier date of confirmation than the
petiticnsr. But we need not examine the grievance of the
petitioner any further for the reason that Shri K. Fanian

retired on 30.6,1282 i,es, within 15 days after his appointment

and no other officar junior to the petiticnsr was confirmed _
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from a date earlier than the pestitioner. Hence, sven as
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that grarting of confirmation to Shri K, Manian w.e.f. 15.4,.1682

is not legel and proper, it doss not in any vay affect the

interest of the petitioner., It is academic to examine the
a

validity of confirmation of 3hri K, Manian with effect from

n earlier date than the petitioner. The petitien fails and

is, iifmefore, dfsmissed, /}7?7pr/[}%4/ﬁ? »%:i
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