IN THE ("E'T‘TTPBT ADMINISTRATIVE TRIEUNAL , JATPUR BEIXCH, JATFUR
Date of crder: [} - (- B/CQT‘f

1.02 No.G63/1993

S.2.Tripathi /> chri Z.3.Tripsthi r/c A-12 Van Vihar Colcny, Tonk
Fozd, Jzipur presently posted 2z Deputy Secretary (Electicn), cum
Additicnzl Chief Electrorsl Officer, Secretarist, Jaipur.
.. Applicant
Versus

1. Tnicn of Indis through the Secvetary, Department of Personnel
and Administratjve Refxrms, Swvernment of Indis, llew Delhi.

2. The State of iszthan thrcongh the Secretary, Uerartment of
Pzrsonnel and  Administrative  Peforms, Government  of
Rajasthsn, Secretaviat, Jaipur.

2. TUnicn Public Ssrvice Commission, Tholpor House, llew D2lhi.

4, Shri Uarni Sinah Rsthore s&/c Shri D.E.Fzthore, ak prezent

posted a2 Collect:y snd District Magistrate, Ajmer.
«. Res pundents

Mr.Manish Fhandari, prowy counsel b Mr, RUIl.Mathur, counzel fer

the applicant

Mr. U.D.Sharms, counsel for the respondents 1 and 3

Mr. B.M.Purchit, counsel for regpondent 1.2

Mr. Ammagy Fulshrestha, elonawiih ’ © Mr. Virendrz Lodhe,

counsel for respondent lo.d.

2.0A No. 671/1993

"R.S.Agarwal &/c Shri Psmii Lsl Agerwsl v,o A-12, Indvspuri Colony,
Lzl Iathi, Tonk Rosd, Jzipur, presently posted as Deputy Secretsry,
IndUHtl egg, Government of Fzjasthan, Jaipur.

.. Applicant
Versus
1. Unicn of Indis through the 3ecretsry, [eravtment of Fersonnel

and AMministvative FPeforme, Government of Indis, llew Delhi.

]
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2. The Stste of F:Wﬂuthﬂn through the Sesvetsvy, Department

0}

Peraommel and Administrative Peforms, Sovernment )
Pajasthan, Secretarist, Jaipur.

3. Union Puklis Bervice Commissicn, Cholpur  Hovse, Dew Delhi.
4, Shri F¥.S. PRathore 2/5 Ghri D.S.Fathore, at cresent
rasted az Collector and District Msgistrate, Ajmer.



.+ Reespondents
Mr. Manish Bhendsri, proxy counsel to Mr. R.N.M=thur, counsel for
the applicant
Mr. U.D.Sharma, counsel for respondents Mos. 1 and 3
Mr. B.N.Purchit, coungsel fcr respondent No.2
Mr. Anurag Fulshtrestha, ‘2lorowith ..' ¢ Mr. Virendrs Lodha,
connsel for respondent No.dd

3.08 Mo.544/94

Bharat Lal Verme s/o Shri Nandlal Meenz r,/¢ Lovekush Wager-II,
Tonk Phatak, Jaipur rpresently posted as  Inspectcer  CGeneral
(Pensicns), Govt. of Pejasthen, Jaipur;
.. Applicant
Versus
1. Union of Indiz through Secretary, Ministry of Ferscnnel,
Pensicns and Public Grievences, Govt. of India, New Delhi.

2. The tat

D]

D
L 1]
e
0]
1.
[r
0]
pary
jm
o
3

through  Secretary, Depsttment of
Perscnnel , Govt. of Fajasthan, 3ecretsrist, Jaipur.

3. Union Public Service Commizsion, Dholpur House, Mew Delhi.

4,  Shri Mool Thand Arva preaentlv posted zs uwfjcer cn Bpecial
buty, Depariment of Mines, Govh. of Raljssthen, Jaipur.

5. Shri Devi Ram Jodhawst, rresently posted as Deputy Secretary,
Depatrtment of Industries, Govi. of PFajasthan, Secretariat,
Jeipur.

6. Shri Yzd Pem Gour, preaently posted sz Rzvenue Apgpellste
Autheority, Blwer.

7. Shri Jagdish Przsad Vimal, presently rposted a8 Executive
Director (Traffic) Rsjasthan

.. Respondents

Mone present for the epplicant

Mr. B.N.Purchit, counssl for respondent No.2

Mr. U.D.Sharma, ccuns2l for respondent Ho.3

NMene present for cther respondents
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CORAM:
Hon'ble Mr. Justice B.S.Raikote, Vice Chairmen
Hon'ble Mr. N.P.Naweni, Administrative Member
Order
Per Hon'ble Mr. N.P.Nawani, Administrative Member
Common questiomng of law and faots are rsjifa in these OAs and
OAs

therefore, it ie proposed to dispose of these by rhiz common crder.
For the sake of convenience, referen™s has bheen made to OA

Ne.664,23, E.3.Tripathi v. Union of India and crs.

2. Applicante are agarieved by the recommendaticns of  the
Selecticn Committee of the Union Public Service Commission (for
ghort , TPSC) which met on 26.10.1923 ond prapared a Select List of

-

officera of the Rajasthan Administrative Service (for short RAS)
for promotion to Rajasthan cadre of the Tndian Administrative
Service (focr short IAS) in terms of Indian Administrative Service
(Appointment by Promction Pequlaticns, 1%55 (for short Promoticn
Regulatiens). The spplicents in OA at S1.No.l and 2 have zlso

preyed that the oversll arsding ‘'Very Good' in their Annual

Performence Repcrts  (fer shert APRs) may  be  treated

W

as
Outstanding'. The spplicant in OB at S1.Mc.3 wants his AFR for the
year 1991-92 to ke trested as 'Very Good' cr 'Outstanding' and not
‘Average' and alzo contends that the first part of his AFR for
1992-93 wsz placed kefore the Selection Committee wherses it was
filled by the Reporting Officer who had not seen hiz work for more
than 3 months and the zecond pert of hiz APR was not placed before
thelS lection Committee at 2ll., The applicant in OB at S1.No.l also
contends that the APP for the year 1991-92 which he filled in time,
and wvhich as per his understanding had carried 'Outstending'
arading, was mizplaczd, and no APR of this pericd was placed Lefere

the Selecticn Committee. The applicent in OB at S1.No.3 has also

————— e
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pray ed that the Fromction Fagnlations shonld contzin provigions for
reservaticn in favour of officers kelcnaing to SC/ST communit ieos
and in the skeence of such vezervaiion the ezid provision iz ultra-
virea of Article 16(d) cof the Constituricon of Indiz. Finally, =11
the 2 zpplicents have chzllenozd the action of the respondentes in

clubbing the unfilled vaczncizs of the jear 1992-92 with the

vecancizs for the yesr 1903-94,

2. Wz heve heerd Mr. Msnish Ehandsri, prowy cocunssl to Mr.,

)]

[¥1)

I&HMahmn-mwml fer the applicents in CA =t S1.03. 1 &nd 2,
Shri U.D.Sherms, ccunsel for vespondent 1.1 (Union of India) and
respondent lo.3 (UP3C), Shri E.U.Fvichit, coungel  for State of
Rzjezthzn snd Ehri Amuveg Fulshrashihs, proszy counsel to Mr.
Virendre Lodhs, ocounsel for private trespondent Tlc.d in QA Moo

€71/95. We heve alsc carefnlly perused =11 the meterisl on record,

3. After giving cereful considzrsiicn to the srouments advanced
ky the lesrned counsel for the pzrties, we zve of the opinicn thst
the ccre cf the controversy in these casse essentislly concavps to
two issues. First, whether the cfficial respondents have rescrted

clubkbing cf vacancies relstable t4 fwo years namely 1992-92 2nd
1993-54 and if it is =c, whether it is permissibls under the rules/
rejuleticns. S2cond, wherher the Selection Committee of the TPSC
has correctly asgessed the pevrformsnce of the applicsznte  in

preparing the Selsct List

[¥1]

:fter iis mweeting held on 26,10,1993,

4. Az regardz’ the mesticon of clubbing of vacencies, this Bench
cf the Tribunel hzd undertaten =n in-depth ?xemjnaticn <f this
issue whils rendering its Jecisicn in OA tio, 350 of 1992, Moti Lal
Gupta v. Unicn of India ond srr. snd OA I, 25 of 1991, Fonijest
Sjn§h Cethzlz v. Unicp of Indiz =nd Ors. on 6.2.7000 znd 23.5.2000

respectively. In CA 110,25 of 1954, we had slac,inter-slis, screpted
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the contention of the officigl 1'v.=>spandents, specially thet of the
State cf Rajasthan, that when the Selecticn Committee meeting was
held cn 26.10.1993, it hed tsken intc consideration s total of 25
vacancies, the break-up keing 12 existing vacancies plus 9
anticipated in the 12 months follewing the dste of meeting of the
Selection Committee plus -4 as 20% of ths total as
reserved/uhfv:;reseen vacsncies. This by itself is encugh to came to
the conclusion that the officisl respondents had yesc rtMw te
clubking of vacenciez. In .any cage the official respondents have
nct Jdenied that the unfilled vacancies of previcus year(z) have not
keen 2d3ed f¢ the vacancies enticipated during the 12 months
following the date of meetina cf the Sezlection Cemmittee.
Therefcre, the first pert of the issue No.l is answered in the
manner that the cfficial respondsnis havve rescrted to clubbing of
vacancies. As reqard the second part i.e. permissibility of
clubbing of wvacanciss for twe or more years, this Bench of the
Tribunal hes slresdy ruled against the clubhing cf vacancies of
different Jzars in its decisicns rendsred in CAs menticnzd zarlier.
Instead of geing intc the centroversy 211 over agsin, it will
suifice to extrvact the concerned peoragrerhs of qpe Judament /crder
rendered in the csze of Ranjeet Singh Gathala (supra) as under:-
"It has keen vehemently aroved by the lezrned coaneel for the
applicant thet sepsraie Selection Committee meetinas should
be held fcr‘ the left over vacancies of 1991-92, for the
vacencies of the year 1997-92 znd the vecancies of the year
1993—9'—}; He bhag cited the Jjudgment in the case of Vinod

Sangal v. Union <f India end cre., 1995 (4) 3C 246; 1995 SCC

(L&S) 963 and -Vipinchendra Hiralal Shah's case, 1997 SCC

(L&S)- 41, in support of his ccntention that clubbina of
e
vaceancies for these three ysgsr will ke agsinst the prin‘i(ples

laid dewn in various judgmentz including the aforementicned

ages. ,Th earned counsel for the respondents have equally
J\N\/KM
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vehemently contended (hat when the meeting of the Selection
Committee cspnct ke hzld in = particular, year for valid
reascns, the followjng Selecticn Cemmittee will include the

vacanciezs of przvious yesr (g) with the varcancies anticipated

_.J

in the next 12 menths from the Jdate

)

of helding of the meeting

cf the Selecticn Committes and such 2 step was inevitahle and

3

wéf‘nct be called clublking. They have cited casss like Unie

of Indiz v. Jwsla PFraszad and crs, 1998 (2) 30C (L&S) 1227;

Kehar -Singh -v. UFSC and-ors., 1995 (4) SIP 542 (CAT); Union

cf -India -v. ‘Dr. M.G.Dighe, 1921 (Z2) 3LJ 184 in support of

their contenticns. We find thet th@ cage of Jwsla Prasad
regarding the intesr-s2 senicrity between direct recruits and
prcmctees in the Indian Forest Service and is, therefore,

completely distinguishable. The case of Dr. M.G.Di

[

che was

U

gerding dthlmJnﬂtlu of vaczncies for promotion to IAS an
hes noct 12id down any principl? vegsrdina clubbing of
vacencies or otherwise when the meeting of the Selection
Commitiee is not held in previcus y2ar(s). dur stiention wes
ggpecizlly invited to the case of VTehsr Sinagh (esupra) in
which it hes Leen cheerved Iy the Frincirsl Bench of the
Tribunal that the BZelect Lizt preparéd for 'earljer years
lapses after the preparation of the Select List for
subsecuent years. We, however, feel that this case does not
help the respondents in view of the law laid  down
specifically by hon'ble the Zupven= Cowvrt in the case of
Vipinchandrz Hirzlal Shah (supral vhich we will have an
coccesion to discuzse a little later. The respondents c2n
surely find a soluticn to the Aifficulty posed in the tage of
Rehar Singh within the directicns issued hy the Apex Court in
the cese of Vipinchandra Hiralal Shah.
18. We have conziders?d the metter very carefully apd are cof

the conzidered view that on the guesticn of preparation of
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gerarats Selecst Lists when the Szlecticn Committee cannot
meet feor any vslid resscn in a rarticulsr yvezr, the leaw 1zid
dmwm by Hin'ble the Supreme Court in the cage of Vipinchandra
‘Hiralal Zhah (supra) has to ke followed. The 22id indoment
has Ieen Jeliverzd by the Apsx Cowrt after takina into
conzideraticn, inter 21is, the ozsze of Upicn of Indis v,
Mchan Lzl Capcor, (1972) 2 820 836 and Syed Fhzlid Ricvi v.
micn of India, 1991 22C (L&3) &4, Thiz judgment clearly
stipplates that the Selection Committes  shall meet  snd
pl’.[_’vm?.- Sz2lect Liste sepsrately for eazch year and 2lsc lays
dzwn the way the entire process is to ke undertaken. The

releveant porticns of the judgment are extracted Lelcow:

"7. If rclanse (1) is read with the othsr provisions in
Re@_ﬂatjc-n 5 referrzd to alve the inference is inevitakble
thst the recuirement in clanze (1) of Feawlsticn 5 that the
Selection Committee shall meet 2t infervals not 2xc2eding cne
y2ar and prepsve 2 list of members of the State Civil Service

wh> are suitalkle for promoticn in the Zsrvice was intended to

0

ke mendatcry in natars kecause of the eligikility of the

rersens to b2 oonsidsvrs? bkoth in the matter of length of

(]

gervice and age under clause (2) and (3) iz with referznce to

(U]

the first Jate 2f Jzpuary of the yesr in which the Selection
Committes meetz and the nmunker of members of the State Civil
Service to ke consideresd for selecticn is alzn linksd with
the number of substantive vacsncies anth"]pwtx:‘ in the course
of the pericd of twelve months commensing rromw the date of

preraring of the list. We =zre, thersfcre, of the view thst

the remirement prezecribed  in sub-regulation (1) of
Pequlaticn & vedasrding the Committes mestingy st intervals not

excesding cne vesv and prepering & list of swuch members of

the State Civil Service who ave suitalkle for promction to the

A
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Szrvice was mapdatcry reduiremsnt which bad to ke followed.

The =arlisr decision of this Court slsc lend support te this

ha4 94 XX
12. Therzfore, while uphclding the judgment <f the Trikunal
that the respondent is entitled to seok fresh oocnsiderzticn

cn the kasiz that the gelection shonld ke made for vacsncie

47}

aruring in 2ach vesv serarstely, kot in subsrituticn of the
directions  aqiven ky  the Trikunal  in that‘ reqsrd, the
following divections are jiven:-

(1) The nurkzr of vacsnciez fzlling in the quota presoriked
for promct j.cn of Stete Civil Service <~ificers to the Zervice
ch3ll ke Jdeterminsd zzparsisly for each vear in' respact of
the peried from 1930 to 1936.

(2) The State Civil Zervice officers who have heen sppointed
te the Service on the hasis of the impuined Zelect List of

Decembor 1926 /Januaryy 1927 snd were

1{]]

enict to the respondent

in the &taste Civil Gervice shall ke a3djusted ag3inst the

(2) After sucth adjustment if a3ll the vacancizz in 2
rartimilsy yesr ot yesrs 2re _fjllec by the cofficers referred
to in pars (2), nu further s-ticn need ke tezken in vespect of
thoze vacancics for the zaid yesr/years.

(4) put, if after such adiustment va~ancy/vacanties remein in
& particular yesr/yesrs Juring the pericd from 1530 to 1285,
n-ctional Seleck List/Lists shsll ke prepered sepersizly for
that yesr/yvesrs on a ocongiderztion of all eligikle officers

falliny within the cone of consideration determined on the

(£) If the nsme of the respoindent iz intluded in the notional
Select List/Liste prepared for sny partimlar  year /years

Auring the pericd 1920 to 1986 and if he is 2o placed in the
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of yearwizz Se¢lect Lizt for wunfillzed vecosnoi

: 9
crder of merit ez 2z to have been entitled tc ke sppointed
2a2inst a2 vacancy of that pertisulsr year, he ke appqinted 1o
the Service againat that wvacancy of thst year vﬁth all

consequentisl benefits.

m

(A) The vacensy sq2inst which the resrondznts iz so eppointed

would be zdjusted ageinst the subseiment vacancies falling in

the promchion cwots presoriked for the State Civil EService
cfficers.

(7) Svch appzintment of the respondent would not affect the
sprointments that have already kesn m=ds cn the bazis of the

impuaned Sslect List of December 1936 Janvary 1587

albeit for wvalid ressons and 2ll the availakle vacsncies,

'm

&

including unfilled wvacsncies fram 1992 SBelect List, were
taken into considersticn in the meetiny of the Eelection
Committee held on 26.10.1993 followed by prepersticon of a
single Select List. This, ws feel, was cleérly zgainst the
law laid Acwn by the Apex Covt in Vipinchandra Hirslasl shah
cage (aupras) and therefore, the Zelect List prepsred by the
£aid Selecticon Committee is not  sustainsble in lsw. The
directicns qiven by the Apex Qourt in pars 13 (guoted in

rreceding paraaraph) are no doubik Jiven in the context of

0]
™m

these Jo

"

that perticulsry case but, in oar view, srve &
quidslines for the respondents when they take up preparsticn

o 1991-92 and

R
bt
iy
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the vacznties for 1922-93 and 1993-94.

20, In the result,ss far 3z ths contravéfsy relating to the
Selest List prerpaved sfrer the meeting of the 3Select List cn
26.10,1993 iz oonzernzd, we held thst, in view of the
discuessicns in rreceding parzaraph, the ssid Select List ig

net  sustainable in Isw and it will ke nzcesasry for the
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official respondents to hold s meeting cf the Review

Selection Committee for  prepststicn  of Select  Lists
geparsiely for the varssncies of the vesr 15%91-92, 1392-33 &nd
1993-94, keeping in view the law 1a3id 3cwn by the Apex Court

in the cate of Vipinchendrs Hiralsl Zhah."

A pla2in reading of porticns of cr Judoment in the cese of
Panijset Singh Gathals =25 ext raxted gbeve, will clzerly indicete
thét this Bench of the Tribinal h2d, relying on the Jjudament of
Hon'ble the Svprems Court in the czse of Vipinchendrs Hirslzl Shah,
'hé}d that <lukbing of vacsncies of two oF more yesrs is net
permiszible and sepervate yeerwise Jelect Lists are required to be
prepared, The controversy reised in DAz kefors vz now is 3lec ebout

tha

m

3

=z meeting Jsted 26.10,1933 of the Selaction Committee and
gimilar clukking of vacancies and, therefore, the ssme 7inding is

,

e second peri of

>

reoaived tc ke followed. We, therefore, a2nswer t
the issueN~.l in the manner thai the Select List prersred Ly the

IIPEC after its meeting on 26,10,19092 by clukking the vacancie

0]
=
Tiz

t
m

nct sustainzble in law and Peview Zeleacticn Committee meeting
required to ke held fov prepsraticn of sepevrate yesr-wise Select

Li

n

ts.

5. The ceccnd isgue relstes to asgessmwent oF the service records
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of the applicents meds by the Selection Commit
its meeting held AN 26.10,1903 for rrepering the Select List of RA3

officera for promztiocn to IAS in term

7]

of Promction Regulaticns.
The contention raised ky the zspplicznt in 0A ot El1.Ne. 1 &nd 3

sbhout non-plzcement of correct APFs for certain yesrs before the

0y
1]
3
"..:
A‘D

said Selecticn Comrittee  has ied by the cofficial
respondents snd it has bien zesertad by them thet the correct AFRs
were placed Iefors the Selection Commities for 21l the yesrs. We

have alss pevvsed the vecords produceld beicte us and we find
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nothing that can  substentists  the allegsticn:

Y}

mede Ly the
applicant. It is not for ws to meke » roving enquiry shbout what
APP was rsubmitted by the spplicsnts znd what APR wes finelly
reported uvron by the Ferorting Officer followed Iy remerks of
Peviewiny =nd Accpeting Authorities. The role of sn individual
officer just ends on sﬁbmjttjng his AFF ror & perticular ysar sfter

filling in the detsils contzined in the =zelrf apprsi

147

sl psrt of the
APR form. He cannel, in fa;t, have 2uthertic infermsticn zkbout how
his APR was subsequently prosessed and rveporied upon/reviewed by
the supericy officers. We, thavefore, accept the contenticn of the

ed lLafrre the

(‘u

nfficizl respondsnts  that proper ARPs wers plac

r

Selesticn Committze of the UPEC in respect of all the officer

whose nemesz figursd in the eligibility list.

As 12g3vdz the zllegaticns meds I the spplicants in respect
of incorrect zscesgswent mzdzs by the Selecticn Committes of the UERSC

th ~h met eon 26.10.1993, ir hs been conbended on kehzli  of

i

respendent Mo.2 (UFRSC) that the csse of applicantz hzd zlzc been

Cs
iy

cenzidered slongwith other eligiklse FAZ officers on the kasis

m

cverzll relative azszeament of their zervice recorda. it iz further

" contended that fince sufficient number cof officers senior to the

aprplicznts with  same  or ketter grzding were avsilskle, the
applicants could not te find s plsce in the 3elect List. It has
2lasy bksen stzted that the insiructions issued Ly the Govi. of

Fajssthan for sseesziny the suwitahility of EStste  CSovernment

employess ave arplicskde only in vespech of ssgsssment Lo L2 mede
kv the Departmental Promotion Commitizes convened by the Staste

Govarnment znd, thersefors, grsdinas 'Vcry Good’ snd ﬂutst,ndjhg'
could net hsve  heen trested es souivalent by the Zelecticn
Committee of the UFSC, which iz quided Ly ithe specific provisions
containsd in the Promoticn Feow daticnz. It hes keen further sizted

that for the porposs of meling selaction to the IAZ in terma of
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Fremction Requlstiong, the Szlection Commities acopﬁs itg own norms
and yerﬂsticfn znd makes the sesssswent on the hssiz of entries
msde in the vzricus ocolumns of AFFs of the eligikle cfficers and,
therefers, the grading given by the Pzporting/Feviewing Qfficer in
the AFF <f an cffjcér may not necessa le ke acceptad and 23cpted
by the S:zlecticn Committee. It iz further statad that wnder the
£2id Fegulaticns, the Zelsciicn Committes is vemived to clsesif
the eligikle cfficera zs ctzksndin na, Very Good, 3ood cr Unfit, as
the czee mey ke, op an cverzll relative sasesswent of their zevvice
records. Tt -has been gpecificzlly Jdenizd Ly respondents Mo.2, the
UB3Z, that the Selecticon Committee had committed zny illegzlity ov
srrcr of fact/lew while clsssifying the officers z& Oubstsnding,
Very Good, Good or Unfit in prepsring the Select List.

G We hzve pobed the rvivel contentions. we Ao not propose to
copnsider their contenticns because ws heve alrzsdy found fault with
the clukbking of vacsnciss zpd held thet 3 Pevisw Zelection
Committee masting has to ke oonvens J for prepeving the ZSelect Lists
cn the kszis of yesrwise vacencies. Buch Feview Selection Commities
way consider, these aspects while preparing the fresh Select Lists.
é

7. The &pplicant in O3 at 31.01.3 has zlsc contended that
Promoticn Peaulations should contain provisicons for veservetion in
.favour of cificers belonging to &C/ST communitiss snd in the
gbeznce of such ressvvaticn, the =8id provision iz vitva—wvires of
Article 16(4) -f the CZonstituricn of Indis. In support of this

everment ., 211 that has Lkeen ztsted i

7]

that since promotion from
Skate Civil Servvice to IAS iz =n appcintment in ancther Service snd

mede of recruitment simply provides ons additid

l—!

n=l sourcs spart
frow  divect rectuitmeni snd  further that whils there iz 2
rezervation in  favour of  the &8C/8T commonitiss in Jdivect

bt IAS, Lut no vessrvation has heen provided in




rromction cmctas which ie 1/2 o8 the, total cz2dve strenagth, therefore
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the Promaticn Reoulaticns muost oontain provisgic
in favour of the ~f~ffi‘;'c:1‘s F2lonaing bo 3C/3T communities. We are
unaklze to srcept such contentions.  In zny Q;ase, we are of the
cpinion that the desivshbility cr otherwise of reservations comes
undsr the -ﬂcmajﬁ of public policy and such public policy cen be

evzlved by the Centrsl Sovernment only after indepth exsmination of

varicus igawes connacted with such 2 policy. We e2lsc note that

‘Premcticn Pegulations hsve sbood the reat of the time for all these

years znd wannct ke interfered with by us. We, therefeore, reject
the praysr msde by the spplicent in QA st 51.M2.2 that Fromsticn
Pequlationz of 1985 mey be declared as ultre-vives of Article 16(4)
of the Constiturion of India.

c. In the ciroumstances, we Jicpe@s of thezs 02z by Jirvecting
the ~fficizl respoindents ©o oonvens = aeeting of the review

Selection Committse for prepavsticon of separste Select Lists for

1]

the v

wosncies for the vesrs 1992-53 and 1992-94, keeping in view

[}

the lzw 1zid Jdown ks the Aper Court in the case of Vipinchsndra
Hiralzl Zhzh (suprs). We zvre not lzying Jdown zny time frame for
implementsticon  of 'the directicn kot this mey ks Jdone =8
expediticonzly =8 possikle, aftef i‘?vjsi-yn of Senicvity Lists of REAS

cfficerz, which exercise, we are tzld,, haz 2lresdy been

/
(M.P.NAWANT ) (B.3.RAIKOTE)

Adm. Member Vice Chairmen



