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Central Administrative Tribunal
Principal Bench, New Delhi.

(l^A- 538/90
^^.27 OA-1378/90

(3) Ok-2^67190

day of December, 1993

Mr. Justice S.K. Dhaon, Vice Chairman(J)

Mr. P.T. Thiruvengadam, Member (A)

- '(1) 0.A.No.538/90

1. Shri Krishan Kumar,
Superintending Engineer(Civii),
Central Public Works Deptt.

. C/o Shri G.K. Aggarwal,
Advocate,
G-82, Ashok Vihar-I,
Delhi-110052.

(Address for service for
all applicants)

2. Shri Deepak Narain,SE(C),CPWD

3. Shri A.V. Chaturvedi,SE(C),CPWD

4. Shri Jag Mohan Lai,SE(C),CPWD

5. Shri S.K. Khanna, SE(G),CPWD

6. Shri J.P. Singhal, SE(C), CPWD

7. Shri V.S. Dixit, SE(C), CPWD

8. Shri Shyam Kishore, SE(C), CPWD

9. Shri B. Mazumdar, SE(C), CPWD

10.Shri C.B. Lai, SE(C), CPWD

(2) OA-1378/90

Shri p,p, iJopii, . ,
Superintending Engineer,
CPWD (North Zone), • ^
R;K. .PuramiNew Delhi.

(3) OA-2567/90

Shri D.N. Bhargava,
Superintending Engineer,
CPWD Training Institute,
Nirman Bhavan,
New Delhi.

Versus

1. Union of India through
Secretary,
Ministry of Urban Development,

; Nirmain Bhavan,N.Delhi.
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Director General (Works),CPWD
Nlrman Bhavan.,New Delhi.

Union Public Service Commission
through its Secretary,
Shahjahan Roa^, New Delhi-11., :

Shri D.Ni Bhargava,
SE(C), CPWD,
Director of Estates,
Nirman Bhavan,N.Delhi.

Shri H.N. Sachdeva,
Superintending Engineer(C). ^

•-C.P.-W.D., , ,
New Delhi. >

V •• ;

6. .Sliri-JC. s. y- - —
Superintending EngineerCCf^, f
C.P^.p.^lIev,^]j^i.^
Shri P.P. popu, .
5up:W,g. Engineer (C) , ; - -r -i
.pifD;j:N^:r , , , "
CResjiGndepi? Hn OA-SSS/SCj j '' -^ ^

7.

OA-1378/90

1. Union of India through the

Secretary, Ministry of Urb^ah

Oevelopmr-nt, Kirman Bhavan,

VNew Dflhi-110001.

2. Director General of Works,

Central Tubl ic Works Departnent,

Nlrman Ehavan,

Kew Dclhl-IlOOOl.

3. Shri Krithan Kirrar )

£, Shri M.A. Jacob ^

5. ^ri S.K.Ghawla

6. Shri F.K.K0M5

7. Shri Dcrcrrk

8. Shri s.GariPsan

9. Shri A.V.Chaturvcdl

10. Shri Jao Mohan Lai

U, Shri S.k.khanna
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V Superlntent'lng Enoinefr,
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41. Shri R.K. Biswas

42. Shri y. Harishchandrudu

43. Shri Maical Thomas

A4. Shri R.D.. Gupta _ Superintending Engineers,
45. Shri S.S. Juneja C/o DG(W), CPWD,Nirman

Bhavan,New Delhi.
46. Shri Lalit Mohan

47. Shri A.K. Saxena

48. Shri U.C. Mishra

.49. Shri A.E.Ayyar

50. Shri R;^S. Sagar _ ^
51. Shri M.D. Mehra .... •••• 4 Respondents

0.A.No.2567/90
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Union of India through
- r 7 . ;r;> ?. -.G Secretary,

^n.:nior. Ministry of Urban Development,
Nirman, Bhavan,

_New Delhi. Respondent

By: Shri O.K. Aggarwal,Counsel for
Applicants in 0.A.No.538/90.

Shri G.D. Gupta, Counsel for
Intervenors in 0.A.No.538/90

N.K.Batra,Counsel for
the-Applicant in OA-i378/90. '

Shri M. Chandrasekharan,Counsel for
the Applicant in OA-2567/90.

Shri P.H. Ramchandani, Counsel for
Respondents in all the three cases.

ORDER

Shri P.T. ThiruvenRadam. Member

^^There are 10 applicants in OA-538/90 and they
are all recruited to Class I,Central Engineering Service

in Central Public Works Department through Engineering

Services Examination conducted by the U.P.S.C. in various

years ranging from 1964 to 1967. Generally, they joined

towards the end of the year subsequent to the year of

examination excepting in a few cases where they joined

i"'- r ;r f
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in the beginning of the second subsequent year after holding

of the examination. Apart from .3 official respondents

in GA-538/90, there are •ww'ee other respondents who are
•4-

released from the Emergency Commission/Short Service Commi

ssion of the Armed Forces of the Union and were recruited

against vacancies reserved in Central Engineering Service

in C.P.W.D. as per provisions in the reservation of vacan-
-i ^

:??.cies (II) Rules 1971 applicable to released ECOs

and SSCOs. The details of these four respondents (R-4

to R-7) are as under

S.No. Name Respondent Dt. of " Deemed dt. Dt. of
No. joining of Joining Birth

CPWDii -r / as AEEs

1. Shri D.N.Bhargava 4

2. Shri H.N.Sachdeva 5

3. Shri K.S. Gulianl 6

4. Shri P.P. Popli 7

3.10.1972 25.2.65 8.2.42

7.6.1974 25il0.63 ' 31.1.3f

14.3,75 15.11.66 16.7.4C

10.2.75 1,1.70 8,3.35

2. The deemed date of joining as AEEs in the last

col. as above, has been arrived at after giving credit

for the approved military service as ECO or SSCO, as

the case may be, including the period of training, if

any. This is as per Rule 6(1) of the notification dated

November 25, 1971 (supra.).

3. The deemed date of joining, is relevant for the

purpose of fixation of pay and has also a bearing on

the seniority to be reckoned for the released ECOs/SSCOs

vis-a-vis*, the direct recruits through the Engineering

Service Examination. It will be relevant to extract
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In notification 25.li.l^fi, in full^--

"Rule 6: Seniority and pay:-
honoiz^ .. ••. ' --.• •• • ; r":n^C -=

fl") Pay of the released Emergency Cpmmissioned
Officer or Short Service Commissioned Officer

' 'appointed' against a reserved vackhcy shall be
. ic cc- 5 : Ls" rf ixed^ - Oil" assumption that he -would ; have been

appointed to the Service or post, as the case
may be, oil the date arrived at after giving cr^d^

so for y^his^ approv=ido.; hilitar^ service as. ^Emergency
Commissioned . Officer or Short Service Copissioned

*§.n„rO'i ...... •.'•r'^ O.:. /rvU

Officer, as the case may be, incuding the period
^kihing, 'iif ahy^ a;fid-^ puri)bs«e df seniori-

t o<I:i v ty^he : .shall : be^^-deemed cto v'^have: bee^ .i^llo'tted to

. Provided that....

(2) SenjLority interse pf candidates who are
appointed against the vacancies reserved under

i -v •; 50 rule 4 and: allotted: to a particular,r^year shall

determined" iic^ording to the merit list prepared
by th^ Commission on the basis of the results

of their performance at the viva, voce or test
oSC.^' •; wxlc =V:.'i - :

or interview.

v;'-

.,,,n . . .,T (3) All candidates who are^ appointed against
, „ the reserved vacancies will rank b.el.pw: th^ success

ful candidates from open competition of the year

to which they are allotted.

"(4)' In 'cases where the released Emergency
ComBfissidne'd Officers or . ;oShort ';v Service Commi-

. V ^ ssioned Officers ^recruited initially on a temporary
basis and given , the same year of allotment are

' ^ confirmed subseqiiently in an ord^r different from
i ; ' - • - l iuthe order of -merit indicated at the time of their

- _ appointment, seniority shall follow the order
of confirmation and not the original prder of

merit."

Note: Rule 4 referred to in Rule 6(2) mentions the percen-

ta.g'e of vacancies in Class I, Engineering Services which

r ^ V

y
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are to be filled by dirept recruitment in any year and

which shall be reserved for.being filled by the Emergency

Commissioned Officers and Short Service Commissioned

officers of the Armed Forbes of the Union, who were commi-

ssioned . on or after 1<.11..,1962 but before 10.1.1968, or

whd - bad joined any . pre-coraraissioned-i]training before

the later'date...J'

"' 4. ^ ' There " io dispnte — :regarfi-iitg r

"' pa^ W ilie reiWased ECOs/SSCOs, regarding "the

^niori^y; Itbe iaterpretationof Rule, 6 h^d been undergoing
•Change from time to time-and-in <the;:se-iority list published

on 4.8.1989, by C.P.DV ^in ^ their Office Memorandum

N0.23/4/74-EC.I, the respondents ' No^4 to 7 were shown

their seniority position as undfet:-

Name

Sh.D.N.Bhargava

Sh.H.N.Sachdeva

Shri k.S.Guliani
Shri P.P. popli

Deemedl date;

of joining
as ^EE ^

25.2.1965

25.10.1963

15.11.1966

1.1.1970

Placed below direct
recruits of Enginee
ring Services Exam.

Below 1963 Exam.DRs
•' i' r'"'

Below 1962 Exam.DRs

Below 1964 Exam.DRs

'¥^elow 1968 Exam.DRs

5. , :, , :The contention of . the applicants is that the released

ECOs/SSCOs - should be placed below: tbe; direct recruits

of the exiinihatibn of the ybar to ^hicib the ECOs/SSCOs

, are deemed to be allotted. .In other words, as far as

R^4 is concerned, since the ; date • of joining as AEE has

been worked out as 25.2.1965, he ;shbiild be placed below

all the direct recruits who are ,appointed as a result

of the Engineering Services Examination held in the year .

1965. This.O-A. has been filed with the following main
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ash the seniority and plaCeihent of respon-

'nts 4,5,6 and 7 as Assistant Executive'Enginee-

(Civil) in Centra! Engineering Service,

iass I in Annexure A^l O.M. 23/4/74-ECI dated

8.1989 and all consequences flowing there-

om, and
:—.-r—— ~ .7- '• • -

rect respondents 1,2, and ^ to

;d placement of respondents 4,5,6 and 7 as

:Es(C) in CES(l) as if not entitled to any

jnefit as ex-Emergency Commissioned Officer

r ex-Short Service Regular Commissioned Officer,

;s the case be, if not, direct respondents

,2, and 3 to fix the same by antedating their

ate of appointment as AEE(C) in CES(l) on

le basis of ^scheduled release' year as

^r Rules of ECOs or SSRCOs, as the case be,

acing them below all AEEs" (C) of the Examina-

on of the calendar year in which their ahtedatefl

>i|^iing date fell, with a,11 consequences

owing therefrom in the grades of AEE(C),

:(C), SE(C), CE(e), ADG, DG in CES(1).

Jf/SO has been filed by Shri P.P. Popli,
•J- " • -
\s Respondent No.7 in OA-538/9P. In OA-1378/90,

ed that he should be given seniority below

ecruits appointed on the basis of competitive

held in 1963. The main ground advanced by

he had put in military service during April

June 1, 1968 and was subsequenty appointed

. . . . . 9 . . ^r-':
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to the Central Engineering Services on 10.2.19^S~ He
is seeking the invocation of the provisions in the Office

Memorandum dated 5.9.1968.

v. OA-2567/90 has been filed by Shri D.N. Bhargaya,

who figures as Respondent No.4 in OA-538/90. In Memorandum

N0.9/21/67-ECI dated 31.1.1978, the C.P.W.D. had advised

the applicant that-^for his seniority, he would be

below the direct riecruits who joined as a result of
-••n'V;--

Examination. This position was reiterated in a subsequent

letter of CPWD No.8/19/90-ECI dated 30.11.1990. This

OA^67/90 has been filed with a prayer to quash the letter

of 30.11.1990.

8. We find that reliefs in all the three O.As relate

to . the inter-linked seniority between direct recruits

and released ECOs/SSCOs and the orderi to be passed will

have a common effect. Accordingly, we propose to dispose

of all the three O.As in a common order.

9. The main issue to be decided is the interpretation

of Rule 6 with regard to seniority and pay in the notifica

tion dated 25.11.1971. Rule 6(3) reads as under:-

"All candidates who are appointed against the

reserved vacancies, will rank below the successful

candidates from open competition of the year to

which they are allotted."

10. Shri G.K. Aggarwal, learned counsel for the appli

cants in OA-538/90, argued that the phrase 'to which,

they are allotted' applies to released ECOs/SSCOs. It

is his contention that there is no concept of allotment

.... 10 o •,

-f
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year, with, regard to dirept, r^cruits..^,. T compe

tition held by the U.P.S.C., direct .recruj-tg/ a^e appointed

pnerally in the fpllowing ,year, of the
examination, or in a few cases, in the secQnd following

year. However, their merit positipp as decided in the

competitive. examination, will decide th?.^_inter . 3® seniority

between them. Hence, "the year to whiph.thfy.are allotted,

cannot qualify th^jdirect recruits. As regards released
•• ;'ofi'-i,5JO-xai9 hix -arcMfii 7.?n;: rsri: - >v - •- - • .

ECOs/SSCOs, the year of allotment is the year arrived
-dxia .lo. yfTc/aiv-ra vaib • r •"-d -oa -

at after giving credit for approved military service.
, • co'ojirp • nood , - yo. ao .

A deliberate fiction has been introduced in the case

of these candidates against reserved vacancies by taking

into account their actual date of joining the Central

Engineering Service and working back the deemed date/year

of joining by giving weightage for military service,

^ for variotiis piii'pos like fixation of pay arid seniority.

V ' ' having fhus arrived at the deemed year of allotment for

^ " the' ECOs/SS^C^ for the purpose of seniority vis-a-vis

'the direct recruits, the former candidates have to be

^= placed below the successful candidates from open compieti-

: : ;i ; - tion/examination held in the relevant year of allotment

(for ECOs/SSCOs). '

' 11. It was further contended by Shri Aggarwal that

' che wordings used in Rule 6(3) are plain and clear and

' t'uere should be no need to explore other sources for

'^interpreting this Sub-rule. No ambiguity could be attri-

' buted in the wording of the JRule, nor any absurdity would

flow if a direct arid plain interpretation is given to

this Sub-Section.

12. The learned counsel, Shri Aggarwal, also referred

to para.4(4) of the reply affidavit filed by the respondents

1 to 3, wherein it has been stated that the panel seniority

• • ••• • 11 •.. I'

'0^/0 i.'

0--
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of direct recruits kppoihted through competitive examination

held by the U.P.S.C., is maintained bh the bksis of the

examination year/batbh. He also produced certain seniority

liists where the direct recruits have been arranged as

per thd year of examination, taking into Account the

merit position obtained by the candidates in the relevant

"examlnati6n. ''' ' '

It---was—fiiPther—argued that th^ above -i-irterpretai:lbn-

would not be in disharmony with the provisions of Sub-

Section(l) of Rule 6 (which has been quoted earlier).
" i;..-; ;;^o : 1 ;i ;• -.c: x "t f

H As per this Sub-section for the purpose of seniority,

the ECOs/SSCOs shall be deemed to have been allotted

to the corresponding year - which is the year arrived at

after giving credit for approved military service.

14. Shri G.D. Gupta, learned cpuiisel for applicant

No.7, fully agreed with the arguments, advanced by Shri

Aggarwal. He supplemented the same - by, stressing on the

words 'successful candidates' referred to in Rule 6(3).

^ These words can have significance only if direct recruits
of the deemed year of allotment of the other group are

considered.

15. Shri Gupta also referred to Rule 4 rOf O.M. of

1959 of the Department of Personnel for .Central Services

. as per which the seniority of direct recruits,is decided

by the merit position in the examination, thereby making

the individual dates of Joining irrelevant for, the inter

se seniority. This being so, consideration of direct

recruits other than by associating them with, the year

\ 12..,
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of examination, would lead t'o anomalies since,; in: practice,

the Central Engineering Service candidates from a particular

examination have been joining in different :calelndar

"" "'V'' yisars'.' '''
.TitacnC-'i j:;

. i... i. jt was further argued that Rule 6 in notification

J 6f 25.11'.. 1971 is a self-complete rule, With 6(1) giving

the guidelines for fixing the deemed allotment year ;for

— EOCfeySSCas" and :RuJ^ ' guideline^^f^

interpolating the two groups. There should be no need

to go into any other rules and, in any case, the relevant

rules regarding direct recruits have hot provided for
•0S() .DO;;;

. . ' V..5 . ? <•-

such interpolation.

17;ij^ ;'Shri-;:;P.H- RamchandahiJ; learn^^^ for Respon-

r^or '9-. a ;dents^^^r-;^l .: jtq^^ 3, cohceded , that the year of allotment for
•X9.i.ri.se sr.j5c s ; \
30i:[;>q a^Jdirect /reWuits ,ifl^,.case of/Central Engineering Service
-0 "?.ttlOQ r v'- :J 7-r
ic ^^'Diro? hasc ?notjhbeen,, defined anywhere, ; it; is' his ease that the

; yeaito sof . ijLilot for direct recruits should be deemed

'̂voda 1jto^::-be.;. ;the:; year subsequeht' to th6 " ye^ of examination

Lsince^predo.iniinaiitly, the successful, candidates are appointed

c-l. in . if subsequent ^year. Analogy with the All India Service

'• 2;)'~/;Rul(es whe^re : a specific prbvisipii to this effect has been

.sr/ir •ac:made',o--wa;s: ' relied: upon. . , In August, . 1991, it was even
7ns:'r.r;i0" I' ^V ^^ T '• ' '
viiMi.o:; proposed.j.tOv/Cha^nge^^Jt seniority of. Respondent No.6 in

OA-:538/90; : by,: ,-,issi^^ mempran'duw 'based on the above

^ lapproa^h. tc i; I^t: w.a« also, the case of the learned counsel

"Resppnd$ftt^t^'1 ;;tQ; 3 that such interpretation as put

:Tsvoa .fbrwaTd-^bj^chigj , wpul^ ^itable one. In other

.v;L.<7; i;.( , £w6rds-,-^the contention .was that thie ECOs/SSCOs, who have
YO hLoa -v^'^,v;' 7.^
-ys'x' vi-:-;":? 'beBn^.-assigse^ .a, . deemed year of allb should rank

~ .... 13. .
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;. : seniQrdtj^,. belp^, all the direct recruits appointed

- •• : as a, resv\lt ;Of the. poinpetitive examination held in the

: j; v previcus year. ;

18. Shri M. Chandrasekharan, learned counse^ .for Respon-

. dent No.4 in OA-538/90, referred to Rule 6(1). His argument

^as thatwthe that seniority of ECOs/SSCOSy^ based

on the allotment to the corresponding year ,^should be
T——r compe^^itive—exam4nat^ _as-

;• a result , of wliich ^he direct recruits would have joined

; r in, the deemed allQtment year for the other group. He
. relied on the Supreme Court's order in 1989 (4) SCC 689

and particularly to para.19 which is repr^uced as under:-

: . . "It is not that for . the first
rules the past services of the ECOs and the SSCOs
Savr'been taken into .consideration, for the purpose
of giving them their year oi allotment jith Metros

,̂ . - pective, -,effect, that is to say ^than their actual appointment in the rnd.ian Police
..Service or in the Indian. Forest Service, as pointed

out by Mr. G. Ramaswamy, learned•Additaonal SolicitorLneral appearing on behalf of the government-
p^neilants The learnid' Additional; • Solicitor
GeSSral his drawn ov.r attention to the notings
in thfe -government files T>ur.^
the government policy to rehabilitate the ECOs
and SSCOs in AH India Services^ ^Central Services
and State Services in order to ^ood response
and to provide sufficient incentives - for those

. who offered .themselves for emergfency_ commissions.
These notings start from Noj®mb®T
is not necessary for us to make a particular
reference to the notings in' thei^government files.
Sufficrit to say that in view of the voluntary

" offer of services by the-youngmen:: of-country,to defend the country against
•the government took a 'very sympathetic view and

took steps to compensate them after their
' from the Emergency Commission^;:' Servie, for the
opportunity lost by them in joilning +

~ Serices. One thiiig - whi^ti- ^-^^very: i significant
to be mentioned here that although their pastV services were taken into^cou3idefation,:;the governmen

did not relax the minimum qualifications required?or ni India Services. .fhese:]pOs and ^COs
had to appear in the competitive
the Union Public Service Gotnmission-and they were
appointed only after they became successful in
such tests."
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X9, Having heard the learned counsel lor the parties,
;'note that It is^nof disputed 'that there is no concept/

e.uaaffc o. ''l^ii„ition of the'year of aliotnenv'̂ tth «Eard to direct
, <• -V - - . •• •: - -1 -V: •

recruits Iron, open conipetl'tloi. As ' regards released
the /deeBe^'par •i>t allotment is to be worked

;--'oSt "by. '̂Mlit' thi''actsil ' aite" .oi" ^gpsihtment ..of ^such
•"improved .»llitary

: , ,iiot»eht;

" "'wiii bV the ^corresponding' year. The word 'corresponding'
oc>:^riir.aa^ eni-S t?/=s 2:;.i;uioo'' _.3nf} '-iz ^ycle'^ . •_/ . 'refers to the year which is worked out by giving t^

I x.l ' i.lOJ ^ C: c~ ' 0 * • •• • I ,' ; •='•••• ' ^ M.C. ^ - .. T J Wa
weightage as mentioned and no other meaning could be

imported. *e do not agree with the stretched construction
. ' :by the '

, Cr.- ^ ^febuns^i;' "S^ Respondent

20. In the. absence of the concept of year of allotment

for direct recruits, the phrase 'of the year to which

they are allotted' can only apply to the candidates appoint^
against reserved vacancies. We also note the specific

mention of the words 'successful candidates' which would

i strengthen, this viejp. v v-C'

. . .21. The citatibn referred to Shri Chandrasekharan

in 1989(4) see 689, does riot help his argument since

the Supreme CouFt idecisipn^bas -b^ mainly' on the aspect

,2=; r i7.ri;:T: 3f ttlre' ; legalitiy^-of • ^Viiig seil from a back date

for the ECCs: and! SSCOs: on their appointment to various

servicesi after release from military serviceccvu^

" '̂'As':'-i-ega[ras^^^ Shrl P.P. Popll,

' Tt • that' .he Moiii'd be governed

15 •• j
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-r;;i ' : . ... or .

by the provisions of any memorandum other than the notifica-

dated 25.11.1991, Hence, there is no need to discuss

his claims separately.

-i .^the Circumsta.nces, we hold that, the released

assigned the deemed year of

allotment by. giving credit for approved military service

actual da|:es of joining and for

- the interpolation of seniority vis-a-vis direct recruits.
• w,. . .r. .. '.iy>5/

rbn-r..., -. (released ECOs/SSCOs) should be placed

,,,j. direct recruits who are appointed as a

? >V: , . - •'̂ ^® oP®° competition, i.e., (Examination) held
in the deemed allotment year.

;V-:^^^Suments with regar^ to interpreting

vc:; ::;,. . ; ,of th^_npt^ dated 25.11.,1991, Shri Aggarwal,

learned counsel for the applicants, raised further grounds

lik®^one of the respondents, namely, Shri H.N. Sachdeva,

Respondent No. 5 being over-aged at • the time of joining

the pre-commissioned training and thus not fulfilling

fjl the requirement " under Rule 5(2) (a) (li) which reads
as under

"5. Method of recruitment, age limits etc. of
Emergency Commissioned Officers' ^and- Short Service
Commissioned Officers -

xxxx xxxx xxxx xxxx xxxx xxxx

ii) he should not have attained, on the crucial
;d^e^ of the year in which he joined the pre-
Commission training, or got the Commission

- i wher^^ there is only ; post-Commission training,
the upper age limit prescribed by the Central

/ ^ Gpvt . for: the: Service or Post :

; ^xxx, xxxx xxxx xxxx xxxX

, 25. ; It is „'the contention of th learnecJ , counsel that

, .^®cruitment of Respondent No.5 in Central Engineering

Service is•^^rregular in view of the above. We do not propose
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to go' into this issue since R-5 was appointed in CES

in 1974 and has superannuated by January 1993^ raising

the issue regarding irregular appointment in C.E.S.,

is hopelessly time barred.

26. Similarly, the other argument advanced that the

notification dated 25.11.1971 ; ;is applicable only for ^

the "p^iod 29.r.1971 to" 297Sil^74 "and R-5, R-6 and R-

7, who were appointed in C.E;S. after 29.1.1974, should

be treated as irregularly appointed, is not based on

strong grounds. The notification of 25.11.1971 is title^

'Released Emergency Commissioned Officers and Short Service

Commissioned Officers (Engineering and Medical Services)-

Reservation of Vacancies (No.II) Rules, 1971'. The relevance

of dates of 29.1.1971 and 29.1.1974 is only with regard

to reservation of vacancies during the period and not

for appointments which could be madfe against these va.ca.n-

cies at a subsequent date. Again, raising this plea

at such a late stage, has to be

27. In the light of the above discussion, the O.A.

is disposed of with directions as in para^.23 cJ/oV- •
No cj*

(P.T. Thiruvengadam) (S.IC; Dhaon)
Member(A) Vice-Chairman(J)

SLP hui


