| "IN THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL '
. : : BOMBAY BENCH

0.A, NO: =mm 199
T.A, NO: 47/88 |

4-11-1991

DATE IOF DECISION
'Vijay Laxmanwao Patance Pe{itioner'
| L‘ ,l ““I‘ .-'a.-"’lol'”.'oi-v‘ﬂl( ' : : . ' _
. reteneahalle Advocate for the Petitioners -
'Versué' i
Union of India & Ors, - :
- : Respondent
\&« .‘vir. pox"ﬁio pradhdn ’ .. . - 4
. B _ Advocate for the Respondent(s)
'CORAM:

The Hon'ble Mr,/-l-Y.Prioliar, Jember(ﬁ)

/

The Hon'ble Mr,D, K,Agrawal, Membér(J)'

L. Whether Reporters of local papers may be allowed to see the
- Judgement ? .

v 2. To be referred t\?jhe Reporter or not ? b

3. Whethertheir Lordships wish to see the fair copy of the
Judgement ? N

‘"4; Whether it needs to be ¢irculated to other Benches of the

Trlbunal ? N9

D S © (34.Y .PRIOLKAR)



BEFORE THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBJRAL
BOMBAY BENCH

Vijay Laxmanrao Patange,

B-201, Incovp Tax Colony,

Bhandup{E ‘

Bombay - 4001078.' .. Applicant

VS
1. Union of India.

2. The Chief Commissioner of
Income Tax, :
Aayakar Bhavan,

Bombay - 400 020,

3. Rajan Joseph,
DC Special Range
Mehalaxmi Chambors, lst Floor,
Opp.Race Course Gate No.7,
flahalaxmi,
Bombay .

4, Anuradha Subramaniam,

Inspector of Income Tax,

Room No.465,

Aayakar Bhavan,

hr[aK.ROad Py

Bombay - 400 020. .. Respondents

Coram: Hon'ble Shri il,Y.Priolkar, Hember(a)
Hon'ble Shri D,X,Agrawal, Yember(J)

Appearances

L. dr.id A dlahaller
Advocate for the
Applicant.

2., Hr.P.d.Pradhan
Counsel for
Respondents No.
1 and 2.

ORAL JUDG/AENT: Date: 4-11-1901
{Per .1,Y,Priolkar, iember(A)(

The agolicant in this casé was
aprointed on 13-5-1977 as direct recruit
Income Tax Inspector from Ex.Servicemen quota
on the rasults of a competitive examination and
interview conducted by the Staff Selaction
Commission. Respondents No,3 and 4 were also
direct recruit Inspzctors appointed on the basis

of the same examination bhut in the .General category.



The grievance of the applicant in this case

is that although he was informed in‘the offer
of appointment made on 4-4-1977 that his rank
in the merit list was No.5, in the seniority
list circulated in 1979 he has been placed at
Sr.No.29% much below #e respondents No.3 and 4

whose merit order was below 5.

2. The respondents have filed their
written statement stating that there was a
bonafide‘error in intimatinog the applicaint that
he was ranked in order of merit at No.S5 on the
resultg of the competitive examination. According
to them he was placed at No.73 in the merit

list whereas Respondents No,3 and 4 were rankad
3 and 8 raspectively. The respondents therefore
stateg that theé seniority list circulated in 1979
showed the applicant as well as respondents No.3
and 4 at their correct placesin accordence with
their ranking in the merit 'list prepared on the

basis of the compatitive examination.

3. It appears that the vacancy against
whioh the apolicant was appointed was ressrved
for Ex~Servicémen and this was at point no.b

as par the lOOFpéiﬁtﬁrdster maintained by the
department. There was thus a clerical error

in informing the applicant in the offer of
appointment that he was at merit No.» wheress

No,5 position was only in the 100 point roster

which does not affect the seniority of the candidates,

4. It is not in dispute that the _
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inter se seniorityk re—trasPs of the same

competitive examination has to be prepared on

the basis of rank obtained in the said examination e 3/
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We have perused the relevant record wheteathe

. .. N . :
marks ?PEQ%D%Qliﬁpﬁhe written test as well as
in the interview for the direct recruit Income

Examination
Tax Inspectors/have been tabulated() and we find
that the apolicant has been placed there at
Sr,No.73 whereas resvondents No.3 and 5 are at
Sr.No.5 and 8 respectively. The seniority list
circulated in 1879 has‘been prépared correctly

in acnordance with the rule¢and: the inter se

‘seniority is accoridng to the ranking in the

merit list of the examination irrespective of
the date of joining or the gquota from which the

candidates were recruited.

5. The only prayers made by the
applicant in this application are for quashing
the seniority list circulated in 1979 and for

directing the respondents to fix the applicant's

seniority on the basis that he has be2en ranked
the . |

No.5 among:/succassful candidates in the examination

conducted in 1976. Since as stated above the ranking
Tx opt cet _
of Ng.5 is not according to merit but it is only a

-

position in the roster which does not affect the
seniority and his actual ranking in order of merit

is No.73,we do not find any merit in this application.

6. The application is accordingly dismissed

with no order as to costs.
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