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lay be allowed to see the Judgement ?

the fair copy of the Judgement ?

3ther Benches of the Tribunal ? I

eliuered by Hon'ble
ember)

onsideration in this-

1. Whether Reporters of local papers ih

2. To be referred to the Reporter or no

3. Whether their Lordships wish to see

4. Whether it needs to be circulated to

(Judgement of the Bench d
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The short point For c

application filed under Section 19 of the Administrative
I

Tribunals Act, 1985 is uheth^r the action taken by the

respondents to advertise a post uhen no departmental

candidate uas eligible for p::omotion under the recruitment

rules can be called in question as being illegal,

f Senior Analysts in the2. There afe two posts o1

Departme-'nt of Agriculture an

Agriculture and Cooperation,

rules notified in. 1986, the

It is a selectioa post

3 . The Union Public Ser\j

d Cooperation, Ministry of

According to the recruitment

ppst is to be filed "by

promotion failing which by transfer on deputation (including

short-term contract) and failing both by direct recruitment .n

ice Commission advertised



L

• -2 -

one post of Ssnicr Analyst, uide Aduertisemeht No,23

dated 2.9.B9 at finnexure A-6, page 18 of the paperbook.
i

At that point of time, the applicant had not completed

five years of regular service in the grade of Analyst

as required for promotion under the recruitment rules-of

1986 . He had been working as. Analyst with effect frcm

2-3-1985 and he would complete 5 years of regular service

only on 2-3-90. As he did hot fulfil the qualifications

for promotion at the time of advertisement of the post

of 3,enior Analyst on 2-9-89, he cannot challenge the

action of the respondents. (Uide H.U .Pardasani & ors.

35(2) see 458 and R.Prabha•.\j. Union of India. & ors, 19

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

4. The learned counsel for the respondents stated

during the hearing that the second post of Senior

Analyst will be filled by promotion^ Though the applicant

is not the seniormost persons his suitability for

promotion will also be considered.

5. In the light of the foregoing, we see no merit

in the present application and the same is dismissed

at the admission stage itself. .The interim order
I

passed on 18-5-90 is hereby' vacated. .There will be

no order as to cos/ts.
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