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JUDGEMENT .”
(Hon'ble Mr.S.P.Mukerji,Vice Chairman)

We have heard the learned counsel for both the

parties on this appllcatlon in which the appllcant has
challenged the promotion of Respondents 3 and 4 tothe

‘.grade of Inspector of Income-Tax on the ground that in

the feeder grade of Tax Assistant the applicant is admittedly
senior to R’espondents 3 and 4 and therefore he should not
have been superseded by them, Though the applicant concedes
that féspondents 3 and 4 even t hough junior to the appliéant
in the grade of Tax Assistant were promoted as Head Clerki;
earlier) the learred counsel for the applicant states th;t the
earlier promotion as Head Clerk was because of the fact that
in the corresponding feeder grade of UDC the Respondents 3 &4

were senior to the applic'ant. The promotion to the grade of
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Head Clerk being on the basis of seniority subgect to
. earlier
the rejection_of unfit, respondents 3 and 4 got/promotion

as Head Clerk not on merits but on their seniority in

~the grade of UDC, Be that as it may, the learned ccunsel

I8 vomshon

S

' co.fdlo _ ‘ —Lwtu,e}»
for the applicant vehemegbby brought to our noticehtqlr:t’at

the applicant's representation against his supersession fov
. S
to t he grade of Income-Tax Inspector was not properly
bul
considered amd rejécted by the impugned ‘order dated

26.3.92 at Annexure.A Vi, The text of thig order giveg
h
the impression that respondents considered his represent-

ation as J.f the same was agalnot his supersesSJ,on to the
h..

grade of Head Clerk. The learred counsel for the appl:.cant

states that the appllcant had never contended or sought
) ynpendimly 3 omd k.
any relief regarding earlier pronot:.on as Head Clerk, Hig

og el \ §\. <
maln contention was hls supersessmn to the grade of
oy

Inc'ome-Tax Inspector. His claim was primarily based on
-his sen iority in t he grade of ‘I‘_ax Assistant -over Respon-

LN

dents 3 and 4,

2. We sce some force inthe argument of the learned
counsel for the applicant and in the circumstances we

admit this application and dispose of the same at the

0

admission stage itself with the direction to the re spon-

dents 1&2 to dispose of his ;epreserit ation dated 5.3.92
(mis-quoted as 3.3.92 at Annexure. V1) by a speaki\ng order
with part:l.cular reference to the apolicc.nt s claim for
promotlon as Income-Tax Inspector on the ba51s of his ‘
seniority in the grade of Tax Assistant. Inthe disposal
of his representation the respondents 1&2 shouid_ not in

any manner be influenced@ by Annexure-VI order. The
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representation should be disposed of on the above lines
wi thin a period of one month from t he date of communi-

cation of this judgment., The applicant will be at liberty

to approach the Tribunal if s advised and in accordance
with law i1f he feels aggrieved by the outcome of his

representation, There will be no order as to costs,.
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(N.DHARMADAN) (S «P . MUKERJI)
UDICIAL MEMBER : VICE CHAIRMAN
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