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We have heard this case. The applicant has impugned 

Annexure-I order by which the third respondent has been 

Promoted as Inpector of Central Cjse. He seeks a 

direction that he should be appointed as Inspector in 

preference to the third respondent. 

2. 	We have today considered another case )  O.A. 763/89 )  

wherein the question involved was as to how Tax Assistants 

should be given promotion as Inspector of central Excise. 

An order has been passed in that case directing the 

respondents to prepare a seniority list.of Tax Assistants., 
) 

and to consider the applicants therein on the basis of 
C 

this list. 	. 
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3. 	In the present case, the Respondents 1 & 2 

have contended that the third respondent has been 

promoted because he is senior to the applicant as a 

C in accordance with a seniority list issued as on 

1.1.1989, the validity of which has been 	bx 

in another Case* 
upheld by the Tribuna)/. In this view of the matter, it 

is contended that the applicant cannot irnpugn .the 

Annexure-I order as the promotion has been given On 

the basis of the then existing seniority of the third 

respondent in the cadre of ULCs. 

4'. 	We have perused the records and heard the 

counsel. We are of the view that the stand taken by 

the respondents has to be upheld and the appointnent 

of the third respondent by the nnexure-I order is 

not liable th be challenged at the' andof the 

applicant. 

5. 	Hence, We find no teit  in this application. It 

is therefore dismissed. There will be no order as to 

costs. 

OP (N. Dharmadan) 	 (N ip  

Judicial Member , 	Administrative Member 

kmn 


