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;‘“ IN- THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL
| NEW DELHI

. j \
O.A. No. . 920 | 0
T.A. No. | 199
' DATE OF DECISION__8-6-1990 |
. \
R.P.Verma’ - Petitioner : |
Shri R.L.8ethi, L Advocate for the Petitioner(s) |
Versus | | ' 1
Union of India ' 37 Respondents '
Sh.P.P.Khurena i Advocate for the Resfp.ondent(s)
CORAM

i
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|

Tlie Hon’ble Mr.. P-K. KARTHA, WVice C,-hairmln(ll)

|
) The Hon’ble Mr. D.K. CHAKRAVORTY, MEMBER kM ’[
' r
1. Whether Reporters of local papers may be allowed to see the Judgement ? %{5 |
2. To be referred to the Reporter or not 2 A\ . '
3. Whether their Lordships wish to see|the fair copy of the Judgement ? / )
4. Whether it needs to be circulated to |b‘uher Benches of the Tribunal ?

(Judgement of the Bench dlelivered by Hon'ble
Mr. D. K. Chakravorty Member) '

The short point for consideration in this.
application filed under Sectiqn 19 of the Administfative
Tribunals Act, 1985 is whethér the actian taken by the
respondents to advertise & p!st when no departmental

IDﬂOtLDn under the recruitment

candld:te was ellglble for p

~rules can be cdlled in question as being 1llegal.

P

2. There are two posts ofASenior Analysts in the
Department of Agriculture and Cooperation, Ministry-of

Agriculture and C00perationl " According to the recruitmenf

rules notified in 1986, the lpost is to be filed "by
promotion failing which by tPansfer on deputation (including
short-term contract) and failing both by direct recruitment .,

Q// It is a selection post.

< The Union Public Service Commission advertised
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one post of Senicr Anelyst,|vide Advertisement No.23

dated 2.9.89 at Annexure A-6, page 18 of the paéerbook.
At that point of time, the applicent had not completed
five years of regular service 1n thevgrade of Analyst

as required for promoticn under the recruitment rules of
1986. He had been werking as. Analyst with effect frem
2-3-1585 and he would Compléte 5 yéarslof regular service
only on 2-3-90. As he did not fulfil the qualifications
for promotion at the time of advertisement of the post

of Senieor Analyst on 2—9—89; he capnot challenge the

|

action of the respondents. (Vide H.V.Pardasani & ors.

Devi & others v. Government|of India, 1989(1) SCALE 453).

4. The learned counsel for the respondents stated

wv. Union of India & ars, 19r5(2} SCC 468 and R.Prabha
|
.’t pl
|

during the hearing that the second post of Seniaor
Analyst will be filled by_p%omotion. Though the applicant
is not the seniormost person, his suitability for

promotion will alse be cons?dered.

5. In the light of the foreqoing, we see no merit
in the present applicaticn and the sasme is dismissed
at the admission stage itselF. The interim order
passed cn 18-5-80 is hereby;vabated. There will bhe
no order as to cosks. ! . :
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MEMBER %ﬁ%%?qc, : ; VICE CHAIRMAN
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