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Hon’ble Dr. Jose P. Verghese, Vice Chairman

The short point that calls for . our decision
is whether the seniority of the petitioner who was
confirmed 1in 1976 is to be calculated from the date of

appointment or from the date of confirmation, vis-a-vis
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two of his juniors who were confirmed in the 1974 and
subsequently made senior to him on the basis of date of

confirmation.

2. According to the relevant rules the
seniority was to be reckoned in accordance with the
date of confirmation 6n1y, is an admitted case. The
learned counsel for the petitioner submitted that even
though the first seniority list on the basis of the
confirmation, was made in the year 1979, by an order
passed in the year 1987 the respondents treated his
previous seniority list as provisional and thereafter
in the year 1994 the final senﬁority list was made.
Admittedly, even in the year 1994 the principle gdopted
to determine the inter-se-seniority was date of

confirmation.

3. - It was also stated by the learend couﬁsel"
for the petitioner that the petitioner superannuated in
the year 1996 and the only result, even in case the
present petition 1is allowed, is a. possible small
difference on the last pay drawn and that also in case
the juniors to the petitioner had been given any
bromotion before they were superannuated. It was not
clear from the record whether the said juniors who are
respondents 3 and 4 in this case were given any
promotion. 1In the circumstances we are not inclined to

unsettile the settled position and direct the
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respondents to make a roving enquiry as to whether any
possible relief could be given to the petitioner who is
already superannuated on the basis of any promotion
that they might have given to his juniqfs.
o

4. 1In the circumstances especially because the
rule of Sonfirmation has been consis%%ﬁt]y followed 1in
all the cases of éeniority and no discrimination has
been prima facie meted out against the petitioner, we

are inclined to disallow this OA. Ordered accordingly.

2O K e dismissed. No costs.
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