IN .’IHE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE IRTRUNAL, JATPUR PENCH, JATPUR
Date of erder: [l - (- 2€T }

1.0A Ne.664,1993

S.S.Tripathi S/o Shri S.G.Tripathi r/o A-12 Van Vihar Colecny, Tonk
Road, Jaipur presently posted as Deputy Secretary (Electicn), cum
Additioﬁal Chief Electvcoral Officer, Seéretariat, Jaipur.

- <. Applicant

e b —— Versus

1. Union of India thrcugh the Secretary, Department of Personnel
and Administrgtive Reforing, Gevernment .of India, New Delhi.

2. ThF State of Rajasthan thrcugh the Secfetary, Dzpsrtment of
Personnel and Adminietrztive Reforms, Government of
Rajasthan, Secretariat, Jaipur.-

3. 'Union Public Service Commission, Dholpur House, New Delhi.

= ' 4. Shri Karni Singh Rathore =/0 Shri. D.S.Rathore,_ at present
posted as Coilecfor and District Magistrate, Ajmer.
.. R;spondents
Mr.Manish Bhandari, prcoxy counsel to Wr. R:N.Mathur, ccungel fer
/
the applicant J
M. U.D.Sharma, counsel for the respondenté 1-and 3
Mr. B.N.burohit, coungel for respondent N§.2 '
Mr. Anurag Kulshrestha,  zlengwith ! Mr. Virendra 'Lodha,
conngel for respondent Dku4;
2.0A No.i671/1933
\» : R.S.Agarwal S/c 5hri Ramii Lal Agsrwel r/o A-13, Indraéuri Colony,

-Lal Kothi, Tonk Road, *Jaipur, presently posted as Deputy Secretary,
Industries, Government of Rajasthan, Jaipur.' '
.. Applicant
Versus
1. Union of India through the Secvetary, Department of Personnel
and Administrative Referms, Government of India, Mew Delhi.
2. Thé'State of Rajasthan thrcugh the Secretary, Department of

Peraonnel and Administrative Reforms, Government of
Rajssthen, Secretariat, Jaipur.

3. Union Public Service Commission, Phelpur House, WNew Delhi.

| 4. Shri K.S. Rathore e/o Shri D.S.Rsthore, at present

rosﬁed az Collector and District Magistrate, Ajmér.
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- ‘ . . .. Responcents

Mr. Manish LhdﬂdPI], proxy connssl to Mr. P.N.M2thur, coungel for

the appl icant

Mr. U.D.Sharma, counsel for respondents Mos. 1 and 3

tr. B.M.Purchit, ccungel for respondent 1o.2

Mr.

Anurég Fulshrestha, ‘2lorowith . 7 .« Mr. Virendra Lodh2,

coungel for rezpondent MNo.4

3.0A Ho.544/94

Bharat Lal Verme . g/o Shri Handlal Meena r/o Lovekush Nagar-II1,

Tbnk4 Fhatelk, Jaipur ;mesently :@Led as Inspecter General

(Pensions), Gevt. of Rajasthan, Jaipur.

1.

«. Bpplicent

- Versus. - -

Union cf Indla throuqh Secret =1y, Mznnetry nf Perﬁnnnol,‘

Pene)'lcnc and Publ:f ﬂllovenrﬁr, cht. rf Indzr, Naw De1h1.

The = 3tete of Rajasthan thr&uah uectetary,_ Department of

Ferécnnel , Govt. of Rajauthqn, Snfretarlat, Jalpur.

" Unidn Public Service ! rmmxc&lun, [hclpur Hense, Mew Delhi.
shri Mool Chand Arya present]y.rugted as ﬁffJPPL en Spercial .

- Duty. patfment of Mines, Govt. of Rajas th an, Jaipur.

Ehri Devj'Ram.Jodhawst, presently posted as Deputy Zecretary,

- Depavtment of Industries, Govt. of Rajasthan, Secretariat,

Jaipur. ’ e

T shri ved Fam Gaur, presently posted as Revenue Aprellate

Authcrity, Alwer.

Shri Jagdish' Prasad Vimal, presently posted es Evecut ive

DJIHC'O' (Tra ff]u) ajasthan
‘ I ‘

Hunp px:can fpr hc Prrlnﬂwnf

Mr. B 11, Luluhzt, uunanI f«1 1WQLJ“Jth M=.2

Mr. U.D.Sharma, counssl for 1GSEunJeﬂt Nu._

llcne present—far-wiher respondents

i . . . . . 4

-i.*.-‘
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Hon'ble Mr. Justice B.S.Raikote, Vice Chairman
Hon'ble Mr. N.P.Naweni, Administrative Member

Order

Per Hon'ble Mr. N.P.Nawani, Administrative Member

Common questioms of law and facts are raised in these OAs and,
therefore, it is proposed to dispose cf thesejgi this common crder.
For the sske of convenience, referencel has been made fc OA
Ha.oed, B3, 3.3.Tripathi v. Union of India énd ors.

2. Applicents are aggrieved by the recommendstions of the
Selection Committee of the Unicn Public Service Commission (for
chort, UPSC) which m§t en 26.10.1923 and prepared a2 Select List of
officere of the Rajasthan Administrative Service (for short RAS)
for preomotion to Rajasthan cadre of the Indian Administrative
Service (for shcrt IAS) ;n,terms of Indian Administrative Service
(Appointment by Promotion Regulations, 1955 (for short Promotion
Requlaticns). The applicants in OA at Sl.No.l and 2 have aleso
prayed that the overall grading 'Very Geed' in their Annuzl
Performence Rep<rte (foer chort APRs) may be treated as
'Qutstaﬁﬂinﬁa. The applicant in OA at S1.No.3 wante his APR for the
vear 1291-32 to be treated as 'Very Gocd' or 'Outstanding' snd nct
'Average' and also ccntends that the first part of his AFR for
1992-93 wzz placed before the Selection Committee whereas it wae
filled Ly the Reporting Officer who hed not seen his work for more
than 3 months and the second pert of his APR was not:ﬁﬂaced hafore
the Zelection Comrittee at all. The applicant in 03 at S1.Ne.l also
contende that the APR for the year 1991-92 which he filled in time,
and which as per his understanding had carried ‘Outstanding'

arading, wos migplaced, and no APR cf this periecd was placed before

the Selecticn Conmittee. The applicent in OA at E£1.Ho.3 has aleo
h A ’ |
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prayed (et fhe ércmét!én Rogulétions éhculd ccnfein provisicns fé}
reservaticn in favéur of officere kelenging te¢ SC/37 'cnmunztnes
end in the sbsence of such reservation the said proevision is ultra~
vires of Article 16(4) cf the Constitution of Indis. Finally, ell
the 2 appiicants have challenged the action of the rgspcndeﬁts in
clubbing the unfilled vacancies of the year 1992-93 with the
vacancies for thgvygar 1993-94.

2. We have heard Mr. Menish Bhandari, prcxy counsel te Mr.
R.HN.Mathur, 6unncel for the applicents in OA et Sl.No. 1 and 2,
Shri U.D.Sharma, conn<e] fer recpcndent No 1 (Un:on of Ind:a) and
respdhdent. No.3 (UPSC), Shri R.N.Purchit, ccunsel fcr. State of
Raﬂasthan and Shri' Anurag Ku]shreshthé, proxy counsel to .ﬂr;
Virendra Lodha, ccunsel for private respondent. Ne.d in OA He.
671/93. We hesve a2lsec carefully perqsed 211 the meterial on reccrd.

3. Rfter giving careful consideretion tc ‘the ergumente advanced

ky the 1eérned councel for the perties, we'are of the cpinicn that

the ccre of the controversy in these cases essentially concerns to

twe issneg. First, whether the cfficial resporidents have rescrted

to clubbing of vacancies relatable to twoc yeers nemely 1992-43 and

1953-94 anﬂ if jt is o, vhether Jt is permis s:blc under the rules/

regulaticns. Seccnd, whether the Selection Cchmittee c¢f the UPSC
has Corréctly agssessed the perfcrmance of the applicents in

preparing the Select List after ite meeting held on 26.10.1993.

4. As regards the auestion of clubbing cf vacancies, thié:Bench
of the Tribunel hed undertaken an in=depth exemineticn cof rhis
issue while rendering ite decision in GA Nc. 260 of 1998, Mcti Lel

C e e ar e ome——

Singh” Gethzla v. Uniop of India and Gre. cn G.:._HHU and 22.5 'Huﬂ'

respectively,/}n GA No.35 of 1994, we had alee, inter-slia, atdepted
Y NPT . : ‘

Gupta V. Unicn—cf~India and anr. and OA N¢.-35_cf71994, Pznjest .

L L)
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the contentizn of the offif:i'al regpondents, epecially thet cf the
State «of Rajesthan, that when the Sslection Committee mesting was
hzld on 26;,.10.1993, it bad taken intc «:n:;nsider:a'tjon & total of I5
vacancies, the hreak-up keing 12 existing vacancies plus @
anticir:_a_t_eg'hg‘p the 12 menthe following the date of meeting <f the
Zfelection— Committese p] ve 4 sz 20%  of the tctal oas
reserved ‘unforeseen vacancies, Thiz hy iteelf is encugh to came tao
the conclusicn that the official re»s.p-ﬁndentﬁ had reserted to
clubhing of vacancies. In any case the official respendents have
nct denied that the unfilled vacantiss of previous year(s) have nét
keen éd;ﬂed te ‘the \;acaﬁ-:ies anticipated during the 13 months

frllowing the date of meeting of the Selecticn Committee.

Tharefcre, the first part of the issuz No.l \js answered in the

manner that the cfficial respondents have resorted to clubbing of
vacencies. As reqard the | gecond rart i.e.."‘ permiesibility of
clubbing of vacencies fer ftw: c¢r more years, this Bench of the
Trikunal hag already r.ulec’. against the c;ﬁl:‘ljjrug cof vacancies cf
different years in its decigicns rendered in OAs mentioned earlier.
Instead of going inte the centroversy all over agsin, it will
guffice to extract the concerned paragraphs of (he judoment crder
rend=red in the case of Ranjeet 2inah Gathala (supra) as under:-
:"It has keen vehemently argued Ly the learned r:cuns.e] fer the

~ aprlicant that separate Selection Jommittee mestings sheuld

ke held for the left cver vatancies of 1921-22, for the
vacancies of the year 19%97-32 =nd the vadancies of the year

1993-04, He has cited the judgment in the case of Vined

Sangal v. Tinicn of India 2nd crs., 1295 (4) &2 Zd4; 1995 3CC

(L&S) 262 and Vipinchandra Hiralsl Ehsh's case, 1997 3CC

(L&SY 41, in eupport of his contention that r:iubbing of
: (s . . . €
7acencies for these three year will be against the pr:niples

laid "dwwn in variows Judgmente including the a2f-rementicned

rases. /The learned ccunsel for the respondents have equally
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Commattee cannot ke held in =

partieu]ar, year for valld

. —-reasong, the fdllowjng Selection Committee will include the

vacancies of previcus yesr (g) with the vacancies anticipated

Jin the next 12 months frcm the
cf the Selecticn Committee and

‘”néyi net ke callec clubbing. T

[y

Jste of helding of the meeting

zuth a step was inevitable. and
hev have cited cases like Unicn

of India v. Jwsla Pragsd and org, 1998 (2) &3¢ (L&) 1227;

Kehsr -Singh -v: UPSC and-crs., 1995 (1) SLR 543 (CAT); Union

of -India -v. -Dr, M.5.Dighe,

14l

(2) ELJ 184 in support

their, -ontenticns. We find that the case of Jwala Prasad

reqgarding the inter-se seninrity

rromctees in the Indian Forest

complétely distinguishable. The

ketween direct recruits

of

wW3s

and

Service Fnd ig, therefore,

cage of Lr. M.G.Dighe

1

wesg

fegarajng determipaticn of vacsncies for promoticn to IAS and

hae not laid dewn any

vacencies or otherwize

wvhen the meeting of the 3elect

principle rqéarding clubbing

Committee is not held in previcus year(s). Our attention

especially invited to the case

which it haz heen cheerved by

Trikunal that the Select List

Jépseéa after the prepsration

subsequent years. We, however,

hélp the  respendents

sﬁécifiéelly by hon'ble

Vipincﬁandra Hiralal 2shah

cocasion tﬂ discuse a little lzter. The respondents

=f FKehar 3Singh (supra)

the Princjtal Bench cof

prepared for earlier yeers.

of the ESelect List

fe2l that this case d-es

’

of
ion
wes
in

the

for

not

in view of the law laid down

the Supreme Ccurt in the case

surely find a enluticn te the Sifficmlty [msed in the case

{ehar Singh within the directicons issued ty the Apex Ccurt

the case of Vipinchsndra Hiralal 3hah..

18. We have considered the mstier very carefully and are

tre concidered wview that
. -/

e e ————

on the

cueetion of preparaticn

cf

(suprz) which we will have an

can

of.

in

o
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sepérate Select Lists when the Selecticn Committee cennct
meet for any velid reason in a particular year, the lew laid
down by Hen'ble the Supreme Court in the case cf“Vipinchandra
Hiralal Shah (supra) has tc be fcllowed. The sa2id Jjudgment

Héghbbaen delivered by the Apex Court after taking intc

consideration, inter 2lia, the ceses of Unicn of India v.

Mohan Lzl Capcor, (1973) 2 3CC 836 and Syed Khelid Rizvi v.

_Union of India, 1994 SCC (L&3S) 84. This judgment clearly

etipulates that the Selection Committee ehall meet and
prepare Select Lists separately for each year and 2lsc lays
down the way the ehtire prccess is te be undertaken. The
relevent porticns of the judgment are extracted beleow:
\

“7. If clause (1) is read with the other provisgions in
Requlaticn 5 referred tc above the infefence is inevitable
that the reguirement in clause (1) of Requlaticn 5 that the
Selection Committee shall meet at interQals not exceeding one
year and prepstre a list of members of .the State Civil Service
whe are suitable for promotion in the Service was intended tc
be mendatcry in naturé becauée of the eligibility of the
perscns to be considered@ koth in the matter of length of
service and age under clause (2) ard (3) ié with reference to
gpe firet dste of January cf the year in which the Selecticn
Cenemnittes meets and the number of members of the State Civil
Service . to be considered for selection is also linked with
the numbsr of svbstantive vacancies anticipated in the ccurse
of the ﬁ@riod of twelve monthe commencing frem the dete of
preparing of the list, We are, therefore, of the view thst
the requirementl prescribed in  sub-regulstion (1) of
Regulation 5 regarding the Coemmittee meeting at intervals not
exceeding cne year and preparing & list of swch membere of

the State Civil Service who are suitable for prcwction to the

Voo
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Service waz mandatcry remirement which had ta be fellowed.
Thn earlier decisicn of this Court BISL lend cuppoxt to thJs

. view.

XX . ¥X XX 7

13, Therefore, while wvpholding the jﬁdgméht of the Tribunal
.vthet the respondent is éntitled to seek fresh ccnsideraticn
: on‘the basis that the‘selebtjan éhould.be made fcr vacancies
‘occuring in each year separately, kutAjn substitution of the
direqtjoné given by the Tribunal jh that regard, the

fo]]0w1ng directionz are ngen'—

(1) Ihe number of vacanties fPl]]Dd in fhc Jqucta prescribed

for promctjcn of 3tate 2ivil Service officers to the Service
ghall. be deterﬁined separately fpr each #ear invrespect of
the phriod from 1990 to 186, |

(2) The State Civil Sérvicé cfficers who;have been eppointed
te the Service cn the basis «f the in@ﬁgned Select List 6f
Décember 1936, January 1227 and were =ze n1nl tc the respondent
in the State Civil Service shsll tg adjusted against the
vacancies so defermined'on yesrwise basis.

(3) After ‘such  adjustment if all the vscancies in a
rnrtncular yeer or yzars are 1 ]led by the officers referred

e e e ot et s, e

: o , .
these vacancies for the said year,years.

-~
~

(4) But, if after such adjustment vacancy}bacancies.remain in

: : _ : g o
3 particular yeer/years during the pericd frem 1920 tc 1986,

not jonal Select List /Lists chall k= prepered separately for»4

1.

that year /years on a consideratjan of 811 eligible officer$
falling within the 2ane of consjdéraffcn determined on the
basis of the vacanzies of the rnltlgular year.
(5) If the name of the rnspnndcnt is included in the noticnal
Select List/Lists crepared  for  sny partjcular year,years

\ ﬂuglnq th@ r@t: < lﬁuﬂ to 1234 and if he is go placed in the
Y/ . .

tn_in_para (2), na further asticn nzed ke taken in respect of

et
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crder of merit egc ag to have been entitled to ke a2ppointed
egainst 2 vacancy cf that perticulsr yeer, he ke apprinted to
the GB&ervice against that vacancy of that vear wit'h a2ll
, conseguential benefits. .V

(6) The vacancy against which the respondents is so 2ppcinted

would be adjusted against the subsecquent vacahc;’es falling in

the prometion quota prescribed for the State Civil Service
cfficers.

(7) Such appeintment of the respondent would not affect the

appointments that have already been mede on the basis"éf the

impugred Select List of December 1986/January 1987"

19, It ie an admitted fact in this case that no Selection

Committee meeting could be held during the year 1992—93,7i
albeit fcr valid reasons and all thg. available va'cancjes,:
intluding unfilled vacsncies frcm 1992 Select List, were
taken into consideraticn in the méeting of the 3Selection

Committee held on 26.10.1993 followed by preparéticmz-of a

cingle Select List. This, we feel, was clearly against the

law lajd@ dewn by the Apex Court in Vipinchandre Hiralal Shah
caé:e {supra) and therefore, the Select List prepsred by the

zaid Zelection Committee is not sustainable in law. The

diriections given by the Apex Court in psra 12 (quoted in

preceding paragraph) are no dcubt given in the context of
thai perticular case but, in our v:’éw, thege do cgerve zs
guiéelines for the respondents when they take up preparaticn
of vearwice Select List fcr unfilled vecancies of 1291-922 and

the vacencies for 1997-92 and 1293-94.

20." In the result,ss fai{as the contreversy relating to the

Select List prepared after the meeting of the Select List en

26.10.1993 is concerned, we hcld that, in view of the
discuesicne in preceding paragraph, the =aid Se]eﬁct _List”is

not *' sustainable in law and it will be necessa'ry fer the




officiel réemndent’&' to -ﬁc:'ld 8 “meeting of the Review
.Belecticn Conrrmitt:ée fé-r' preperétion  of Select Lists
cepsrately for the varzncies of the year 1931-52, 19072-D2 2nd
;_,19‘33-9«-1, keeping in view the law laid down by the Bpev Court

in the cete cf Vipinchandra Hiralal Shah."

A plein reeding of perticns of our judament in thé_ cese of
Ranjeet Singh Gathals as evtraxted above, will cleerly indicate
that this Bench cf the Tribunzl had, velying on the judament of

Hon'ble the Supreme Court in the case of Vipinchandra Hiralal Shah,

peld that c¢lubbing of vaczncies of two or more _years is notdy

permissible and sepstate yesrwisc Zelect Liste are remired ff he
prepared. Ths -:-:-n'rrc:-versS? i‘aise:’i in OAs befere us now ie alee about
the seme meeting 'é&te«:‘: 26.10.199% of the Selecticn Committee and
gimilsr clubbing cf vacancies anﬁ,. thereft.:re_, the same findihg is

reauired te be followed. We, therefore, énswer the gecond part of

the isgutlo.l in the manner’ that the Select Liet rrepared by the

UPSC after its mc»et-ing on li'.vi.ll].l‘?"?ﬁ i:,;_.v clobbing the vacancies is
nct sustainsble in law and Review Sslecticn Commitiee meeting is
recquired to be held fer prepavaticn of se-pérate year-wise Select
Liste. | -

{

b

~-5.. The secend iszue relates to zesessment of the gervice rercrds

of the-applicents-mads by the Selaction Committee of the TPSC in

ite meeting held en 26.10.1993 foar preparing the Seiect [-iét cf RAS
officers fer grometion te IAS in terms of Premoticn Pequlatiens.
The ccntenticn reised by the a-m}]‘:icsnt in OA 2t Sl.Mo. 1 and 3
abc;dt nSn-placement cf ocorvest APRs for cevtain yesre before the

faid EZelecticn Comeittee  has  keen  denied by the official

L Kl - ' . R .
wete placed before the Selection Committee for ell the years. We

have alez pervsed the records prodnzed kefore ve and we find
A ' o )
.
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nothing that can substantiste the allegaticns mede by the

spplicant. It is not for us to make a roving enguiry about what

APR -was submitted lby the applicants and what APR wes finally

reported upen by the Rerorting  Officer followed by remarks of
Reviewing and Accpeting. Authorities. The role of 2n individual
cfficer just ends on submitting bhis APR for a perticular year after

filling in the detsils contained in the self asppraisal part cf the

APR form. He cannct , in fect, have euthentic information:about;hOW'

4

his APR was cubsequently prccessed and reported upon/reviewed by

the szupericr cfficers. We, therefore, accept the contenticn of the
official respondents that proper BAPRs were placed kefore the
Selecsticn Committee of the UPSC in respect of 23ll the officers

vhose nemes figured in the eligibility list. = |

As regarde the a]iegaticns mede by the spplicents in respeéf

of incérrect assessment made hy the Selection Committee of the UESC

wvhich et on 26.10.1993, it has been chtenBed on hehalf of
respandent Nc.3 (UPSC) that the case of applicants had zlse keen
congidered glongwjth other eligible RAS officers on the besis of
cverall relative agsessment of their service récorés. it is further
rontended that since sufficient number cf offirere sénior te the
app]icéhts “with came cr better grading were avzilahle, the

~

appiﬁ%énts.éculdwnct_to find & place in the Select List. .It has

also been stated that the instructions issved by the Govt. of
Fsjasthan vfor assessing the suitability of  Stete Government
employeee are applicable conly in respect of assessment to be made
by the Depértmental Promotion Ccmmittees convened by the State
Government and, therefore, gradings 'Very Geoed' snd 'Outetanding'
could not have been tﬁeated & equivalent by “the .Selectjos
Committed of the UPSC, which ie quided by the specjfjf provisions
contained jn?the Promotioﬁ_Regv]ations. It hags been furtﬁer steted

the purpose of ﬁaking selection to the IAS in terms of

that fof
Y A




Promct ion Pegulations, the Selectjon Commitiee adopte ite own norme
and yerdstick. and mekes the assessment on the basis of entriee
wede in the vericus columne of APRe cf the eligible officers and,

‘(‘ - N . [3 L3 [}
therefere, the grading given ky the Beporting/Feviewing Officer in

the AFR cf an cfficer may not necessarily be accepted and adopted

by the Selecticn Committee. It is further stétedwthat undey fhe
gaid Regulatic?s, the Selecticn Cemmittee is required to clezesify
the eligible c%ficers as Gufstandjng, Very Goed, Goed or Unfif, as
the cese mey bes, »n an overz2ll relative amssesement of their service
rec@rds. it.has heén epecificslly denied Ly respondente No.3, the
UPSC, thet the Selection Conmittee had committed any illegality or
errvcr of fact/law vmfle-classifying the officers as Cmtétanding,
Very Good, Good or Unfit in prsparing the Select List.

6. We heve noted tﬁe rjﬁa] contentions. we dqsnct prepose to
consider their ‘contenticns becanse we heve zlready found fault with

e . : :

the clubBing -cf-—-vacancies 2nd held that & Review Selection

e e am = — e

Conmmittee meeting hss to be convened for preparing the Select Lists
cn the besis of yearwise vacancies. Such Review Selection Committee

mey ccnsider, {hese agpects while preparing the fresh Select Lists.

]

7. The erplicent in O3 at Sl.Nc.3 hez elgsc eontended that

Eromot jon Pegulaticns should contain previsions for reeervation in

favour of cofficers helonging to 32/3T communitiee and in the

3]
o
m
3
8]
1]
[&]
L]
n

Article 1€(4d) of the CQonstituticn of India. In supprrt of thie
everment, 8ll that has keen stated is that eince premotion  from

State Civil Service to IAS is an aprointwent in ansther Service and

mode of recruitment simply provides cne additional source apart -

frem  direct recruitment and further that while there is o

reservation in favour «of the SO/3T commonities in Airect

{ecruiament tc IAS, but nc reserveticn has been previded in

such reservation, the s2id provisicn ie uvltra-vires of
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rremetion qmota which is 1,3 of the total cadre strength, therefore

the Promation Regulaticons must conlbain provigions for reservation

in favour cof the officers belonging to SC/ST ccmmunities. We ere

wnable ‘tc accept such ccntentions. In any case, we are of the

cpinion that the desirebility cr othsrwise of reservations cbmes
under the demain of public policy znd such public policy can. ke
evolved by the Central Sovernment -nly arter indepth examinatian'qf

various issues connected with such & pelicy. We elsc ncte that

Prcmotion Re@ulations have stccd the test of the tiwme for all these

years, andeénnot'be interfered with by ws. We, therefcre, reject

the prayer made by the applicant in QA at SJ.No.Brfhat~Prombticn

Regulations of 1955 may be declared“as ultre-vires of Article 16(4) |

of the Constitution of India. _ b

i
/

B. In the circumstances, we dispcse of these CAs by djréctjng

the official respsndente to convens & meeting of the review

Selection Committee for prepareticn of seperate Select Liste . for

the vacancies for the yearg 1932-93 and 1993-21, keeping -in view

the law 1laid down Ly the Apex Court in the case of Vipinchendra

Hiralal Sheh (supra). We are ncot laying dcwn‘any time frame,for'
implémentation of the directicn hut this may be done. as

Lo, : . - .. et il T . -
expedit iohsly as pusgikle, sfter revizion of Seniority Lists of RAS

cfficers,~ which exercice, we sre told,, has already been
S '
undsittaken.

¥

9.  Parfies te hear their cwn costs.

(N.P.NAWANI) : ‘B.S.RAIKOTE)"

Adm. Member Vice Chairmen

P s by 24
S swn Gfficer Y.
Cepire. Adm it |, Trioupa.
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