
IN THE CENTRAL ADMiNISTRATIVE TRIBAL 

BOMBAY BEI\EH 

O.A. NO: 	 199 
T.A. NO: 47/88 

	

DATE OF DECISION 	11991 

V± jay Laxmant.lao Patance 	Petitioner 

r. '..aha1le 	
Advocate for the Petitioners 

Vesus 	 . 
Union of India .a Ors. 

Respondent 

.:r.P.i.Pradhan 
..

Advocate for the Respondent(s) 

CORAM: 

The Hon'ble Mr. 	o1r, ember() 

The Hon'ble Mr.D.K.iqraal, 	'iember() 	/ 

1. Whether Reporters of local papers may be allowed to see the 
. Judgement 2 	 . 

2.' To be referred t6 'the Reporter or not 2 
Whethertheir Lordships wish to see the f air copy of the 
Judgement 2 	•fr 
Whether it needs to be circulatet.o other Benches of the 
Tribunal 2 	•, 	 . 

(;..Y.PRIOLK) 
nthln* 



BEFORE THE CENTRAL \D;INLTRATIVE TRIBUNAL 
B0BAY BENCH 

.47/88 	 0 
Vijay Laxmanrao Patanqe, 
B-201, Income Tax Colony, 
Bhandup(E), 
Bombay 400073. 	 •• Applicant 

vs. 

Union of India 

The Chief Commissioner of 
Income Tax, 
Aayakar J3havan, 
Bombay - 400 020. 

Rajan Joseph, 
DC Special Range 
Mahalaxmi Chambers, 1st Floor, 
Opp.Race Course Gate No.7, 
Mahaiaxmi, 
Bombay. 

4, Ariuradha Subramaniam, 
Inspector of Income Tax, 
Room 1,To.465, 
Aayakar Bhavan, 
1,l.K.Road, 
Bombay - 400 020. 	 .. Respondents 

Coram: Hon'ble Shri iJY• Priolkar, f1emher(iA) 

Hon'ble Shri D..K.Agr3ial, ember(J) 

earances 

1r.;,i.A.ahalle'. 
Idvocate for the 
¼pplicant. 

;.ir.P..Pra.dhan 
Counsel for 
Respondents No. 
land 2. 

ORAL JUDGi!IENT 	 Date: 4-11-1991 
Per L;LY.Priolkar, iember(A) 

The arcljcant in this case was 

appointed on .13-5-1977 as direct recruit 

Income Ta x  Inspector from Ex.Servicemen qiota 

on the results of a competitive examination and 

interview conducted by the Staff Selection 

Commission. Respondents 1,40.3 and 4 were also 

direct recruit Insp'?ctdrs appointed on the basis 

of the same examination but in the-General category. 

.2/— 
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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.295 much below 	respondents No.3 and 4 

whose merit order was below 5. 

2. 	 The respondents have filed their 

written statement stating that there \Ias a 

bonafide error in intimatinq the applicant that 

he was ranked in order of merit at No.5 on the 

resultS of the competitive examination. /According 

to them he was placed at No.73 in the merit 

list whereas Respondents No.3 and 4 wej.e ranked 

and 8 respectively. The respondents therefore 

states that the seniority list circulated in 1979 

showed the a5pIicant as well as respondentNo.3 

and 4 at their correct placesiñ accordance with 

their ranking in the merit 'list preaied on the 

basis of the competitive examination. 

It appears that the vacancy against 

whthh the applicant was apoointed was reserved 

for ExServicemen and this was at point no.5 

as par the l0O1 point Troster maintained by the 

department. There was thus a clerical error 

4 	• 	in informing the applicant in the offer of 

apoointment that he was at merit No.5 whereas 

No.5 position was only in the 100 point roster 

which does not •ffect the seniority of the candidates. 

It is not in dispute that the 

inter se senioritv 	 of the same 

competitive examination has to be prepared on 

the basis of rank obtained  in the said examination 	..3/ 
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AMW 

We have perused the relevant record wheëethe 

marks 9 	i.he written test as well as 

in the interview for the direct recruit Income 
Exam in at ± on 

Tax Inspec-torsbave been tabulateQ and we find 

that the applicant has been placed there at 

Sr,No.73 whereas respondents No.3 and 5 are at 

Sr.No.5 and 8 respectively. The seniority list 

circulated in 1979 has been prëpare.d correctly 

in acrordance with the rulenhhY the inter se 

seniority is accoridng to the ranking in the 

merit list of the eamirition irrespective of 

the date of joining •or the quota from which the 

candidates were recruited. 

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 been ranked 
the 

No.5 ámo.Lsuccessful candidates in the examination 

conducted in 1976. Since as stated above the ranking 
¶ VJIV"~~ 0-0 	 - 
of 	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 

V is No.733 we do not find any merit in this application. 

The application is accordingly dismissed 

with no order as to costs. 

(D.K.AGRAWAL) 
Nlembe r( J) 

4 . 

Y. PR IOLKAR) 
[Jiember(A) 


