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IN THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL, JAIPfJR BEKCH, JAIPUR. 

o.A. No .138/94 Dt. of order: 16.8.1994 
M.A. No. 395/94 

J. K.Soni & Ors. • Applicants • 

Vs. 

Union of India & Ors. . Respondents . 
Mr .R. N.Mathur . Coun~el f.;)r aoplicants . 
Mr.K.L.Thawani . Counsel for responjent . 
Mr. U.D.Sharma • Counsel for respondent • 

Mr .K. P .Mishra • Counsel for respondent • 

CORAM: 

Hon'ble Mr.Justice D.L.t~hta, Vice Chairman 

Hon' ble Mr .o. ?.Shanna, Member(Mm.). 

PER HON' BLE 1'-R.JUSTICE D.L.NEHTA, VICE CHAIRHAN. 

No.1 

l'b.2 

No.3 

Heard the learned co!Jnsel for the parties. The learned counsel 

for the a')Plicants has invited our attention to the Seniority RulP.s 

of 195~ an:1 submitted that the pers(ms who have been recru.ited under 

Rule 9 of the Recruitment Rules of 1954 are eligible for the benefit 

of the services rerrler~d. He further submits that his clients are 

holding the cadre of I.P .s. Officer under Rule ~of the P.ules and 

that for the last 4 years the meeting of the Selection Committee has 

not been held. The learned COTJnsel fer res:)ondent No.2 subrni ts th•t 

the UPSC has not received any requisition from the State Government. 

Mr.K.P.~tishra, counsel for responient no.3 sutxnits that on account 

of the pendency of a litigation in the High Court the meeting of the 

Selection Committee could not be held andthey have not made any 

reference to the UPSC. v~e have enquired from ~1r.Mishra, Whether 
I 

there is a stay order or not. He submits that XRBXK no stay order 

has been granted by the Hiqh Court. It .i~ a lapse on the part of 

the State Gov~rnment and in fact they hav~ violated the mandatory 

' 
pro~1is ions of l·:iw. ~1r .r.Uslu:a submits that the seniority list has 

been finalised. 

2. We direct the State Government to refer the case of the appli-

cants to the crrec an::l thll.! C.:ntr·3l Government should call a meeting 

of the Select Committee tln:ler P.egul·'3.tion 5. 
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3. As far as the other qu!!Sti,.~m · raised b~, the l~arned counsel 

for the applicants is about the clubbin9 of the v.:.lcancy. He has 

cited ~for~ iJS the case of Syed Kh«lid Rizvi Vs. Uni·:ln of India 

reported in 1993 sec 575. He has also cited before us the j~1g-

ments of the H~lderab=-d Bench of the TrHnnal as well as the 

Allehat:,ad Bench of the Tribunal. He has also referred the jlJdg-

ments of the Hon' ble Supreml! Court in the matter of aw clubbing 

of the vacancy. It is for the respondents to decide acco~ing to 

la\~. However, the responients ·~re directed that they shou~d 

inform the applicantz prior to t~ m~eting of the Sel~ction 

' \ \ 

Committee whether they are clu~:bing the vacancies for the -;>urpose '._ 

of selection or not an:t t~y should pr(x:eed a.~cor.1ing to l·aw. At 

\ this stage we would not like to pass any ordt!r whether the vacancy 

sho!J.ld be clubbed or not. Ho~J~ver we expect th!=lt whatever action 

ta}:.en by the respondents will be according to law. 

1. The o.A. i~ disposed of accordingly \,•ith no t:>rder as to 

costs. The r-1.A. Uo. 395/94 is also •'lisposed of • 
...... ,...._ ··~~- ·~ ··~ 


