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P CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL
SR B - ERNAKULAM BENCH

O.A.No. 140/1998

Tuesday, this the 21st day of August, 2001.

CORAM |
HON’BLE MR A.M. SIVADAS, JUDICIAL MEMBER
HON’BLE MR G. RAMAKRISHNAN, ADMINISTRATIVE MEMBER

K.P. Ramanandan, S/o K.P. Kunhi Raman,
Superintending Surveyor of Works (Electrical),
Telecom Electrical Circle, Chenhai,
[Now working as Superintending Engineer (Electrical),
Postal Electrical Circle, Bangalore.]
' ‘Applicant

[By Advocate Mr P.V. Mohanan]
Vs.

1. ~ Union of India rep.by its Secretary,
Ministry of Communications,
Department of Telecommunication, New Delhi.

2. The Assistant Director General (CW),
‘ Telecom Commission,
Department of Te1ecommun1cat1on,
Sanchar Bhavan, New Delhi.

3. Chief Engineer (Electrical),

' Department of Telecommunication,
(Kerala-Karnataka Zone), '
Corporataive Golden Jubilee Bu11d1ng,
Trivandrum-1. :

4. A.K. Gupta,
superintending Eng1neer (Electrical),
Telecom Electrical Circle,

Chandigarh.

5. S.C. Verma,
Super1ntend1ng Eng1neer, M.T.N.L.
Bombay .

6. U.N. Rai,

Superintending Engineer (Electrical),
Telecom Electrical Circle,
Chandigarh.

7. A.K. Gupta-II,
Superintending Engineer,
Director, B.S. Electrical, ALTTC,
Guziabad.

8. S.N. Pandey,
‘Superintending Engineer (Electrical),
SSW New Delhi, DOT New Delhi. _
Respondents

[By Advocate Mr P.Vijayakumar, ACGSC for R 1-3]

The application having been heard on 17.7.2001, the
Tribunal delivered the fo]]owing order on 21.8.2001.
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HON'BLE MR A,M, SIVADAS, JUDICIAL MEMBER

fApplicant seeks the following reliefs:

"(i) To call for the records leading to Annexure A-15%
and set aside the same in so far as the applicant has
not been included as Rank No.6é& in the seniority list of
Exgcutive Engineer (Electrical) in between G.R. Panday
(95031) Serial No.5 and Gupta A.K. (95015) Serial
MHO.L6 . ’

(ii) To direct the respondents 1 and 2 to regularize
the appointment of the applicant as Superintending
Engineer (Electrical) and include in the seniority list
of Superintending Enginser (Electrical).

(iii) To direct the respondents No.l and 2 to promote

‘#; the applicant as Superintending Engineer (Electrical)

with retrospective effect from the date on which Panday
G.R. is promoted as Supesrintending Engineer
(Electrical) with all consequential benefits.

(iv) To declare that the applicant is
arrears of pay and allowances in . the cataegory of
Executive Engineer (Electrical) with effact from
1.6.1984. '

() To declare .that the applicant is senior to -

respondents No.4 to 8 in the category of nupmrlntendlnq
Engineer (Electrical).

(vi) To direct the respondents 1 and 2 to consider the
promotion of the applicant as Chief Engineer
(Electrical). ‘ N :

{wii) ﬁny\other appropriate order or direction as this
Hon’ble Tribunal deem fit in the interest of justice.

(viii)To call for the records léading to Annexure AL7

and Al8 in so far .as it gives promotion to the
applicant to the ‘category of Executive Engineer
(Electrical) with effect from 1.9.1989 and placing the
applicant as rank No.l8 and 53 respectively.

(ix) To declare that the applicant is deemed promote:
in the category of Executive Enginser (Electrical) on
regular ‘basis with effect from 1.6.1984 with all
consequential benefits " including seniority and
‘promotion to the hlgher grade. '

{x) To direct the respondents to place the applicant as
. Rank No.l and a&nhexure Al7 and Rank Mo.2 in é@nnexure

~l8  below Shri T.N.Mishra and  above  Shri MoK

Shanmugham in Annexure AL8."

N3

(Electrical)/Superintending Surveyor of Works (Electrical) in

the scale of Rs.3700-5000 with effect from 7.11.1994. He is in

overall planning-in~charge of Southern Zone comprising of the

- State of Kérala, Tamil Madu, Pondichery, Karnataka and andhra

Pradesh. He 1is a mamber of Scheduled Caszste. He appearsed in

eligible far

applicant  has been'worKing as Superintending Engineer:




.

the “Combined Engineering Service Examinatioﬁ held in the yEar
1977° conducted by the Union Publio Service Commission. vIn th@
matter of promotion to thé‘ cadre .of Executive Engineer
(Eiectricalj, 40 point roster for promotion Was macle:
applicable. From 1975 there were adequate number of vacancies
in the Department, remained unfilled. 1977 batch candidaﬁ&g
were promoted as Executive Engineer (Electrical) in the vear
1985 as per Al. Incumbents viz.; ALK, Gupta, S.M. . ‘Pandayp
$.N. Mishra, A,K_ Jain and P.K. Paﬁigrahi in Al are 1977
batch. No 3C/37 candidates was promctéd as Executive CEngineer
(Electriéal) during this period in spite.of the>va¢ancies that

were set. apart for them and the applicant was.qualified in the
vear l?é&.~ He was promoted as Executive Engineer (Electrical)
on 1.9.198% granting seniority in ‘the categéry of Assistant
Engineer (Electrical) with éffect from l???,' As per order
dated 28.10.92, in'relaxétioh‘ of recruitment rules, he was
deamed to have beeh ' appgint@d as Exescutive Engineer

(Electrical) with effect fﬁom 1.6.1984. until further orders

against a reserved vacancy set apart for SC/ST. By order dated

7.11.1994, he was promoted as Superintending Engineer on ad hoco
basis. ‘As  per the Recruitment Rules, the post of
Superintending Engineer is to be filled by promoting Executive

Engineer having 5 years of service in the pay scale of

Rs.3000~-4500 or eguivalent. He was thus eligible to  be

promdted a$ Superintending Engineer in.the vear 198%9. It is
discerniblé from the promotion of A.K. Gupta (1) té thes
category .of’ Superintending Engineer by order dated 22.5.1992,°
U.N. Rai and ALK, Gupta (II1) by order.  dated 22.5n1993‘ and
also the promotion of ﬁ_K“Jain,' S.N. Mishra, and 'P,KH
Panigrahi by order dated 2;5"1994'fhat there wére‘vacancies_ af
$uperintending Enginger during the vears 1989 and 199%2. He was
thus entitled to be promotéd as‘Superintending Engineer with

effect from 1992, the date on which his immediate Junior A.K.
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Gupta (1) 'was “promoted. ﬁlgiis the seniority list of Group &
Officers upto 30.4.1997. ﬁpplicant is ranked as' S1.No.1l . in
the category bf Executive  Engineer and the date @fl
regularization is shown as 1.6;1984.V Respondents 4 to 8 though
regularized as Executive Engineer on 12.9.1985 are ranked gt
$l. No. 5 to 10. He is entitled to be included as Sl1. No.&
just below G.R. Panday and above ALK, Gupta (I) [Sl1.Mo.6).
He  was  regularized in the post of Executive Engineer

(Electrical) with effect from 1.6.1984 and thus his seniority

is to be reckoned from that date in the category of Exeacutive

Engineer (Electrical). Respondents 4 to 8 have been promotes

as Executive Engineer (Electrical) from 12.9.1985. Their
seniority can be reckoned only with effect from that date. e
is arbitrarily discriminated. It is settled »lawfthat the

seniority is to be counted from the date of appointment to ‘the
cadre. Al7, the list of incumbents for regular promotion to
the grade of Executive Engineer and Al8, the seniority list in

the grade of Executive'Engineer_(Electrical) are illegal.

3. Official respondents resist. the 0.Aa. contending that
this‘0~ﬁ. is not maintainable before this Bench of the
Tribunal for the reason that the applicant is not working
within the jurisdiction of this Bench of the Tribunal. ALS .is ,
not a seniority 1ist. It is an extract from the ‘Blue Book®
issued by the department. It is basically a compilation of the
staff numbers allotted to all —Groupfﬁ Officers  of the
department . Among other entries in the book, there is an itém
under the caption seniority ~humber just to indicate thes
tentative relative seniority of an officer in the current grade
and this may change due to various reasons. Applicant belongs
tto the grade of AE (E) (Class Il Direct Recruits)‘ and the
officers abové whom seniority is claimed by the applicant are
rom ﬁEE(&) sfream (Class I Direct Recruits). Applicant who is

/,/'

-
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holding the post of. SE(E) on ad hoc vbasis cannot claim
promotion to the grade ‘of Chief Engineer (E) for  which
statutory rule prescribe a minimum of 5 vears ‘regular service
in the grade of SE (E) as the'eligible criteria. His seniority
in the feesder category of Group (B) AE(E) was again revised on
@.1.98 in éompliance with the direction of the ﬁpéx Court in
ifs judgment dated 8.7.97 in CA Nos. 3207-3210/95. On this
account, necessity  arose for thé review of the regular
appointment of. Group-B Officers made to the grade of EE(E).
based on the earlisr DPCs held in 1992, 1995 and 1997. | On
account of the revision of seniority iistvin the AE(E) gradé,

the position of the applicant has undergone changén Based on

the Review DR, revised orders were issued (A17). In

accordance with the judgment of the Apek?COUﬁt in CA No,5086294
and Ca No.3018/97, fhe seniority list in the grade of EE(E) was
finalized as per Al8. Al8 seniority list has been upheld by
the Principal Bench of thé Tribunal. In  the Combined
Engineering Service Examination 19??;V conducted by ‘fhe upsc
candidates who..were placed on the top of the merit list were
selected in Group~-A category and those Who do not come within
the' standards prescribed for Group~& were selected to Group-B
catégory, The claim of the applicant who beionga to 1977 Group

-8B service that he should be placed senior to the officers

>belonging to Group~A category of the same batch cannot be

sustained.  Vacancies as per rmster.pqint applicable to SC/3T
have been duly notified and the vacanciés of that particular
vear have been filled up among,théveligible'sc/ST officers. a&sx
per DOPET OM No.l1/12/67-Estt(C) dated 11.7.68 amended from time
to time, for promotions from Group~B to Group-A by selectioh
method, there shall be no carry forward of regarvation$ from
year to year in the event of an adequate numbef of SC/3T

candidates not being available in any particular year.

L



4. Official Respondents ihter' alia contended that this
O.A. is not maintainable before this Bench of the Tribunal for
the reason that the apblicant' is not working under the
jurisdiction of this RBench of the Tribunaln dgpplicant savs
that he is working as Superiﬁtending Engineer (Electrical),
Circle Heédduarterg at Bangalore, having Jjurisdiction over
Kerala, Tamil -Nadu, Karnataﬁa, Orissa, West Bengal,vﬁikkimn
Assam, arunachal Pradesh, Nagaland,,ﬁanipur, fripura, Mizoram
and Meghaiaya, So, it is the édmitted case of the applicant

tthat he is having the Headquarters at Bangalore.

5. A per ARule & of the CAT (Proéedure) Rules;‘ &an
application shall ordinarily be filed by the applicant with the
Registrar of the Bench within whose jurisdiction, the applicant
is posted‘for the time being or the causea of action; wholly or
in part, has ahisen, subject to the provisos. Provisos are not
attracted in this case. when the applicant savs that he is
having his Headquarters at Bangalore, he is posted at Bangalors

-

for the'time baing. As  far as the cause of action is

concerned, though Al5 is issued from Trivandrum, it is not.

actually that the applicant gets a cause of action on thsg basis

that it is issued from Trivandrum for the reason that what iz

stated therein is that "please find enclosed herewith a list of

Group-a Officers (correcﬁtedf upto 30th April, 1997) which is
extracted from the Blue book issued by DOT vide above referred
letter.” So, the Blue book is issued by the DOT and that is
issued not from-Tri#andfum, Fr&m AlLS it is only indicating
what is contained in the Blue book is&uéd by DOT not from
Trivandrum. &1l7 another impughed order ié vi$$ued from New
Delhi. So also, other impugned order ALS. S0, the cause mf

action either wholly or in part has not arisen within the

jurisdiction of this Bench of the Tribunal.




- Learned counseal apbéaring for the applicant drew our

&

attention to the ruling in Nripendra Krishna Rovy Vs. Union  of

FLIVS T~40. D% SUPUURPGL. s s

India and others [(1988) 8 ATC 602]. There is stated thus:

x5, Counsel for the respondents raised a preliminary
objection as to the jurisdiction of this Bench of the
Tribunal to deal with this matter. It was submitted
that as respondents 1 and 2 are at New Delhi and
respondents 3 to 5 are at Nagpur, the application
cannot be entertained by thigs Bench of @ the Tribunal.
It was also pointed out that the order of termination
was issued by the Central Board of  Direct Taxes, New
Delhi. We do not think that it ‘is open to the
respondents to raise this objection at this stage. Cn
13.7.1987 when this application came up for admission,
the Senior Standing Counsel was alzo hsard and it was
after hearing both the sides that the application was

admitted. Thereafter, the respondants have Filed
detailed reply on merits and the matter has come up
before us today for final haaring. In the

circumstances, we overrule the preliminary objection
raised by the respondents.”

7. It seems that there was no specific plea ‘of bar of
' jurisdiction'raised in the repl& statemeﬁt and the objsction as

to the want of jurisdiction was raised across the bar.

5. The general rule is  that consent canndt give
jurisdiction, and want of Jjurisdiction. cannot be waived.
Objection to Jjurisdiction ‘may be taken at any stage of the
proceedings provided there are materialg on the record to

sustain it [Ramani. V. Naravanaswami (1924) 47 Mad.

L.J.192].The auestion of jurisdiction can be raised even before
Tiling a reply statement or by the Court itself even if it is

not raised by the respondents (anil Kumar V. Manasnath, 197%

A.C. 293). In any event in the.Court of first instancs, ths

ebjection as to Jurisdiction can be taken at any time before

the final order. That being the position, the objection raissd

by the respondents that this Bench of the Tribunal has no

jurisdiction to hsar this 0.A. is to be upheld.

B
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Ea This 0.A. is thus liable to’befdismissed on this count
alone.
1. We will consider on merits also.
11. It ig the admitted case of the:applicant that he joinesd

as AE (E) and that he was promoted to the category of EE (E)

with effect from 1.6.1984 against a ressrved vacancy set apart

for SC/ST for the vear 1984. He is a member of SC. as  per

Aalz, he was promoted as Superintending'ﬁngin&er on ad hoc basis

for a period of six months. According to applicant, he having
“been promotéd with effect from 1.6.1984 as Executive Engineer,
he is entitled to get his seniority fixed just below G.R.

Panday (promoted in 1982) and above A.K. Gupta (promoted | in

1985) and entitled to get arrears of pay from 1.6.1984. LK.

Bhuclar (promoted on 13.11.1987 as Executive Engineeﬁ) and A.K.
Gupta (1), the 4th respondent, filed a review application

No.R.A.52/23 in  TakK No,??B/S?, The review application was

dismissed. Though respondents 4 to 8 were promoted as

Executive Engineers . in the vear 1985, and the applicant was

promoted with effect from 1.6.1984, admittedly all of them

belong to the same batch. However, the applicant was promotesd

anly against a reservation gquota. Respondents 4 to 8 were.

recruited in the vear 1977 in Groupwﬁ,_while the applicant was
anly recruited in Group-B. Private re$pondenfé ware in Feeder
Cadre Group-A, while the ‘applicént Was only in Feeder Cadre
Group—B as borne Qut by 518. Official Respondents have
specificaily stated in thé reply statement that the officers
mentioned in para 4.2 of the 0.4, weré recruited as AEE(E),
Group?ﬁ whereas, the applicént was recruited as QE(E), Group—8
through the same examination and that caﬁdidatesﬂwho placed on

the top of the merit list get selected in Group-A category and

those who do not come within the standards prescribed for




Group~A get selected in Group~B. It is further stated by the
afficial réspondents that the ,Claim of the applicant who

belongs to the .19?? Group-~B service that he should be placsd

‘senior to the officers belbnging to  Group~& category of the

same batch, cannot be sustained.

12. In Al8 the applicant is shown at S1.No.53. In Al7, he
is at Sl.No.lSs, Applicant seeks to direct the respondents to
place him as Rank Mo.l in ALY and Rank No.2 in Al8 below T.N.

Nishra and above M.K. Shanmugham. ALl7 and &l8 seniority lists

have b&en_.yph@ld by the Principal Bench of the Tribunal in

0.A.1833/2000 with 0.A.2119/2000 (R4). according to applicant:,

R4 has no bearing to this case. From R4 it is clearly seen

that the first applicant therein joined in the Department of
Telecommunication as ﬁSsistant Engineger in the yéar 1979  and
the second applicant in the vear 1977 on the basis of the
Competitive Examination conducted by the UPSC in the vear 1977.

Applicant herein also stand on the identical footing' as the

applicants in R4 order.

13. According. to  applicant, ALl5 is the seniority list of
Group-A Officers (corrected upto 30th april, 1997) and he is

ranked at Sl.No.ll in, the category of'Executive Engineear.

According to applicant, he is to be placed at 3Sl.Mo.6 just

below G.R. Panday and the 4th respondent, but he is suparsaded
by the private respondents. At this junctUra, it is relevant

o note that regpondents have clearly stated that al% is not a

i

seniority list, that it is an. extract from the Blue book issusd
by the department, that among other entries in the Blue book
there is an item under the caption seniority number just to

indicate the tentative relative seniority of officers of the

current grade and this may change due to various reascons, that

there it is clearly indicated that the seniority number as
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shown against the officers -ére provisional and subject to
change, and that Rl is the copy of Blue book. From RL it is
clearly seen that ﬁls'is_not a true copy. It is only a portion
and that portion is alsornot a true copy of thét portion of RL1.
In R1, against certain names, star marks are shown. What star
‘mark$ indicate is clearly shown in the last page of R1. Double
star marks, as per Rl, indicate that fseniority iz provisional
and subject to change” and single star mark indicates "deemesd
date of DPC and is subject to'changé”,v A party who approaches
the Tribunal and produces annexur&s‘should necessarily produce
the true copies and it is not enough to simply certify as a
true copy without'being a true copy. In Al5, not only it doss
not  contain the Blue bobk in its entirety but the star marks

are also conspicuously absent,' From R1 it is seen that.agaiHSt
the name of the applicant, there is a star mark. It indicates
the "deemed date of DPC and is subject to change”. That aspect

is suppreaaéd by the applicant.

14, In the réjoinder it is stated that it is discernible_
frbm R1 fhat no incumbent belonging to SC is placed above the
applicant and therefore, the applicant need not challenge the
revised seniority list of Assistant Enéineer$ (Electrical)
dated 9.1.1998 (R2). In R2, the applicant is ranked at
sl.No.24. Official respondents have stated that a - fresh
seniority list in the grade of Assistant Engineers (Flectrical)
was issued on 9.1.98 in accordance with the direction of the

Supreme Court 'and all prométions mada from the grade of.
Assistant Engineer (ﬁlectrical) to the grade of Executive
Engineer (Electrical) against the vacancies from the year 1977
till the date including'the promotion of the applicant) havé tc

be reviewed based on the seniority list.
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15. The stand of the applicant that he need not challenge
R2 since as per ALS (R1}), no incumbent b%longing to 8¢ is
placed above him cannot be accepted since R1 (AlS%) is not a
seniority list. How the seniority of the appiicant has  gone
much below amongst Grﬁupr officers is explained by the
efficial respondents invparag 5 and 6 of the reply 3tatemént

dated 19.2.2001.

1é. One of the groundgn raised is that the applicant was
regularized to the post of EE(E) with effect from 1.6.1984 and
thus his seniority is to be reckoned from that date in the
category of EE, that respondents 4 to 8 wéﬁe promotéd'as EE(E)
with effect from 12.9.85 ané so their seniority can be reckoned
only from 12.9.85%. From R3 judgment of thevﬂpex Court in Civil
ﬁppeal No.5086/94 it is‘ ci@arly seen that there are two
channels of recruitment. The relevant recruitment rules  and
promotions to the post of EF are to be made from two categmriég
wiz., AEE v (Class~1) with S vears® regular ‘service on
senlority-cum-fitness basis (non-selection) in the 2/3rd quota
and the other b@ing AE (Class II) with 8 years” regular serviée
o senioriﬁywaumfmerit basis ‘(gelection method) in the 1/3rd
guota selesction being made by the OPC with a Membar of the UPSC
as Chairman. ﬁpplicaht admittedly waS-initially recrulted as
an Assistant Engineesr and not as an AEE and he was promoted a5
Executive Endineer in the reserved quota,' Réspmndenta 4 to 8
werg initially recruited as AEE and they belong to the same

batch to which the applicant belongs.

17. another ground raised by  the applicant is that
seniority is to be counted from the date of appointment Lo the

cadre. In R4, para 12 reads thus:



18,

that:

19.

20,
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"12. Learned counsel for the applicants placing strong
reliance upon the rules é and 9, submit that as per sub
rule (1) of Rule & the applicants having become members
of the service in 1988, their length of service shoulsd
be the only determinative factor to fix their seniority
and hence they cannot be shown as juniors to AFFs wha
were appointed in 1998, ten years later. They add that
as per sub rule (1) of 9, their seniority as obtaining
an the date of the commencement of the 1994 rules
should be maintained. But if we closely examine the
rules, it becomes clear that the membership of the
service has no relevance for seniority. fs per sub
rule  (2), the regular service shall count only for the
purpose of probation, qualifying service for promotion,

confirmation and pension in the service. But, it does

not count  for senioritv. Az to how the senioritwy
should be determined is shown in Rule 9. Sub rule (1)
of Rule 9 would appear to support the applicants
argument. But proviso to sub rule (1) clearly states

Cthat the seniority of any member which has not besn
finally determined on the date of the commencement of

tthe rules shall be fixed as per the rules applicable
prior to the commencement of the 1994 rules, governing
tthe fixation of seniority. Hence, there seniority has
to be fixed as per the “Note® which specified the
method of determination of seniority is now substituted
in rule 9 of 1994 rules. As the applicants’ seniority

was not finalized in 1992 and 1995, list being only

provisional, the same was fixed in the impugned
seniority list. The applicants cannot claim benefit of
seniority in the light of their regular appointments in
1e88."

R4 is against &l8 herein. In R4 it is further held

"Seniority cannot be scrutinised by any contingency and
it was to be determined according to the rotation of
the vacancies reserved for the them. Thus though the
promotion of the applicants in 1988 was in accordance
with this “Note” and thus was a regular promotion, but

their seniority was rightly determinaed in accordance

with the rules, in the impugned seniority list rotating
them as per that guota, which was not the cause in 1998
and 1995 seniority lists.”

‘

ALS seniority list was not interfered as per R4.

What is the legal position applicable in this case is

laid down in Ajit Singh _and others vs. The State of Puniab ansd

athers [AIR 1999 SC 3471]. There it has been held:

"91. Where, before 1.3.94, i.e., the date of ajit
Singh®s  Jjudgment, at the Level 3, thare were reserveds
candidates who reached there sarlier and also szenior

§
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general candidates who reached there later, (but before
the reserved candidate was promoted to, Level 4) and
when in spite of the fact that the senior general
candidate had to be treated as senior at Level 3 (in
view of Ajit Singh), the reserved candidate is ¥further
promoted to level 4 - without considering the fact that
the senior general candidate was also available at
Level 3 -~ then, after 1.3.96, it becomes necessary to
review the promotion of the reserved candidate to Level
4 and reconsider the same (without causing reversion to
the reserved candidate who reached Level 4 before
1.3.96). s and when the senior reserved (general)
candidate is later promoted to Level 4, the seniority
at Level 4 has also to be refixed on the basis of when
the reserved candidate at Level 3 would have got his
normal promotion, treating him as junior to the senior
ganeral candidate at Level 3. Chander Pal V. State of
Haryana (1997) 10 SCC 474 has to be understood in the
manner stated above."

-

1. In the light of the said ruling, the applicant is not

entitled to any relief.

e Accordingly, the Original application is dismissed. No

costs.

Dated the 21st of August, 2001,

CALM. SIVADAS
JUDICIAL MEMBER

Gi. IRAMAKRISHNAN
ADMINISTRATIVE MEMBER

fa

List of Annexures referred to in this order

ex~12 True copy of Order No.2~3/93-~CWG dt. 7.11.94 issued by
the 2nd respondent. '

f~15: True copy of Proceedings No.l0o{02)/1997 CEE/PVM/125
dated 9.10.97 issued by the 3rd respondent.

G170 True copy of Proceedings No.3-3/98 EW dated 9.8.2000
issued by the lst respondent.

A~18 True copy of Proceedings No.26-1/2000 EW  dated

16.8.2001 issued by the lst respondent. .
R1s Copy of “Biue Book” of Group-a Officers.
R-~2: 0.M. NO.33-1/97~EW dated 2.1.98, Revised Seniority List

in the Grade of assistant Engineer (F).



