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IN ~HE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE NAL, JAIPUR BENCH~ 

JAIPUR 

Date of 

OA No • 11 2 0 0 2 

l . 

2. 

l. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

Rajeev KuiPar Dasot, 

present working as 

IPS := 1 o S h r i F • C • Da eo t , at 

Supejintendent of Pclice 

(Security), Police Headquarter:=, Jaipur r/o 103, 

Pooja Apartwents, Khawaeji Ka Bagh, Durgapura, 

Jaipur. 

Mohan Lal Lather, IPS e/o Sfuri Raghubir Singh, at 

present working as Superi~tlendent cf Police, CID 

(CB), Pollee Headauarter~, Jaipur r/o C-29, 

Hanuman Nagar, Khatipura, Jr• ipur. 

••. Applicants 

VERSUS 

Union of India through the Secretary to the Govt. 

of India, Ministry of HoiPe Affairs, IPS Section, 

New Delhi. 

The Secretary to Governwent of 

Rajasthan, DepartiPent Personnel A-1, 

Rajasthan,, Jaipur 

Shri Li yakat Ali Khan, IPS at present working as 

Superi~tendent of Police, R ral Jaipur, Jaipur 

Shri M.M.Atre, IPS, at present workina as 

Superintendent of Police, Udaipur District, 

Udaipur. ' 

Shri P.D.Sharma, IPS, at present working as 

A sst t. Inspect or General , f Police, I I, Pel ice 

Hqrs., Jaipur 

Shri R.D.Goyal, IPS, at present working as 

Superintendent of Police, A.C.D. Bh~ratpur. 

Shri Govind Narayan, IPS, at present working as 

Superintendent of Police, J .dhpur Rural, Jodhpur. 

( 
- ------ ______ ___.. 
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8. 

9. 

10. 
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Shri Kundan Lal Sharma, IP , at present working 

as Superintendent of Police, Bikaner 

Shri uwwed Sjngh Krjehnif' 
I 

IPS, 

working as Superintendent o~ Police, 

Shri H.C.Bhagat, IPS, at present 

at present 

Bundi 

working as 

Superintendent of Police, Anti-Terroriet Cell, 

Police Bore. Jaipur 

•• ~Respondents 

Mr. M.S. upta, counsel for the appli~ants 

I 
Me. Shal 'ni Sheeran, proxy counsel to Mr. Bhanwar Bagri, 

I 
counsel or the respondent No.1 l 
Mr. U.D. harwa, counsel for reepondent No.2 

. . I 
Mr. Prah ad Singh, couneel for respoldent No.3 

Mr. R.P. harwa, couneel for reepondent No.7 
I 

None• pre ent for other reepondents. 11 

CORAM: 

HON'BLE MR. H.O.GUPTA, MEMB,R (ADMINISTRATIVE) 

HON'BLE MR. M.L.CHAUHAN, ME BER (JUDICIAL) 

0 R D E R 

Per Bon' le Mr. H.O.GUPTA. 

Affa.irs, 

the 

the sa i 

The applicants are· aggdev~d of the order dated 

1 (Ann.Al) issued by t~e Ministry ·of Howe 

Governwent of India, whereby the private 

ts Nos. 3 to 10 have been a signed seniority over 

In relief, they have prayed for quashing 

order and for appropriate directions tc re-draw 

the seniority list on the basis. of the year o-J: selection 

i.e. the year 2000 of the private rrspondents by allowing 

their weightage of yeare in acccrda~ce with Rules of 1988. 

2. The case of the applicants as made out, in brief, 
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is th t:-
I 

2.1 Both the applicante havling qualified the Civil 
/ I 

Servi9e Exaroination conducted by ~he Union Public Service 

corowiision (UPSC) 1 were appointef to the Indian Police 

Servicre (IPS) and were allotted to the State of Rajasthan. 
I 

I 
After .cowpletion of the probation period, they were 

I 

confi1med 

Rajasthan 

I 
in . the cadre of IPS. 25 officers of the 

i 
I 

Police Service includrng private reepondents 

were appointed to the IPS cadre vide Minietry of Hoii'e 
! 
I 

A f fa i s not i f i c a t i on d a t e d 1 2 • 9 • 2 0 0 0 ( Ann • A 2 ) • The 
I 
! 

Minie ry of Howe Affairs vid~ iii'pugned order dated 

I 
20.12 2001 (Ann.Al) addreesed to the Chief Secretary, 

! 
I 

Govt. of Rajasthan, aseigned 1 seniority to private 

I 
respordents in the IPS cadre. ry the said order, the 

private reepondents have been aeE-igned year of allotwent 

as 1+6 by deeroing them to be afpointed in IPS cadre in 

the yTar 1990-91 and 1991-92. It has been wentioned in the 

I_ i 
said rrder that the seniority ofi the private respondente 

shall be cowputed under Rulel 3(3)(ii) of the IPS 

I 
(Regu ation of Seniority) Rules, 1988 taking the last date 

j I 
of tr Select List year, in wh!i ch the concerned state 

Police Service offi cere were included, ae dee wed date of 

theirl appointwent on the basis
1 

of the advice of the 

Depar went of Personnel and Training of the Govt. of 

l 
I . 

I 
India 

1 

2.2 They subwitted representation on 26.6.01 (Ann.A3) 

to .tie Ministry of Horoe Affaits, Govt. of India for 

ass1gn1ng proper seniority to the prowoted RPS officers 

but the iwpugned order dated 20L2·.01 (Ann.Al) has been 

b t · d · th · I · -passe, .Y no cone1 er1ng e1r representat1on. 

3. The main grounde taken by the applicants are 
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that:-

3.1 The provisions contained in sub-caluses (a) a11d 

(b) o clause ( i i) of sub-rule ( 3) of rule 3 of Rules of 
I 

1988 ave grossly been contraven~d by assigning the year 

I of allotrrent to the private r~spondents as 1986 and 
I 
I 

furth r placing theJI1 above the ap~licants, who are direct 

recruit IPS officers of the year ~987. 
3.2 As per their knowledge, the Selection CoJI1JI1ittee 

rret .s rretiJI1e in the year 2000, nrepared select list and 

wade recorowendations for prowo,icn/appointwent of the 

private respondents to IPS ca4re. The weightage was 

requi ed to be given on the basi~ of the year of JI1eeting 
I 
I 

of thr Selection Comrrittee i.e. the year 2000. Since the 

rule rrovides for a JI1aXiJI1UJI1 weightage Of 10 years and the 

Selection CoJI1JI1ittee JI1et in the year 2000, the private 

respoldents could not have been allotted the year 1986. 

They ere required to be allotted the year as 1990. Since 

the are direct recruits of 1987 batch, they 

will e senior to the private reJpondents. By incorrectly 

allotll ing them the year 1986, +e applicants have been 

JI1ade junior to the private relspondents. There is no 

justi ied reason or ground in as,igning year of allotment 

as 19 6 to the private respondents. 
; I 

3. 3 The private respond en s have been assigned 

senio irty frorr the date of their deeJI1ed selection and not 

froJI1 he date of the JI1eeting of the Selection Corrrrittee, 

which is a gross violation of clause (ii) of sub-Rule 3 of 

Rule f of Rules of 1988 •. In the Rules of 1988 as a mended 

in 1~97, it has been clearly mentioned that deeJI1ed 

relaxltion of Rules and Regulations is not perJI1issible. In 

this ~eqard, reliance is placed ln Hon'ble Apex Court in 

the else of Syed Khalid Rizvi vs. Union of India [1993 (1) 
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SLR 89 SC]. The Hon'ble Apex Court hae further laid down 

that seniority should be fixed from the date of select 

list 
I 

froiP the date of officiation whichever is later 
I 

i 
and, the law laid downiby the Apex Court has 

been lqnored. The pdvate r+pondents have been 

incorre tly allotted the year a~ 1986 by incorrectly 
I 

interpr ting the provisions of stat~tory rules. 

3. 4 The. applicants were not Jfforded opportunity of 

eard and furthermore thel represent at ion dated being 
I 
I 

26.6.2001 (Ann.A3) subiPitted by th$ huiPble applicants has 
I 

not been coneidered while paseing the iiPpugned order under 

challenge. 

4. Briefly stated, the respondent No.1 in reply has 
;> ) 

eubiPitted that:-

4.1 A meeting of the Review Selection CoiPIPittee to 

prepar selection lists of the years 1990-91, 1991-92, 

1992-9 ' 1993-94 and 1994-95 was held on 11th and 12th 

June, 1997 for considering proiP~ticn to IPS cadre ·of 

Rajast basis of 
I 

revision in the seniority list 

cf RPS officere in coiPpliance with the directions dated 

~ of the Hon' ble Apex Comft in CA Nos. 4311/95, 
I . 

State lf Raiasthan vs. Fateh ChandsSoni and CA No.4312 and 

4313 o~ 1994 of private respondent against the High Court 

order dated 21.9.93 in WP No. 3939~91. 

4.1.1 The Selection ComiPittee IPeeting fer preparing the 

select 1 i sts of 1995-96, 1996-97 and 1998 was held on 

27.7.9 as per the directions of thie Hon'ble Tribunal in 

its orrer dated 24.7.98 

Union ,f India and Others. 

in OA 

4.1.2 A diepute regarding 

Police Service (Rajaethan Police 

No.247/98, M.K.Govil Vs. 

iority list of State 

was pending in 
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the Ra asthan High Court in W.P.No 2812/96 (B.K.Sharma and 

Or s • v s • state of R a j as t h a n ) • interiw order dated 

31.7.9 1 the Hon'ble High directed that the 

Select on ColJlrrdttee in its weetin of June, 97, shall be 

subjec to the result of the WP. Accordingly, the 

appoin IJlent of officers frolJl the lists of 1990-91 

to 1994-95 was IJlade subject e final decision in WP 

No.28l /96. The said Writ P~titio was finally decided by 

the Hon'ble High Court on 2.4.1998 with following 

direct'ons:-

"Review DPC shall be con ened by the respondents 

within a period of 8 eeks from the date of 

receipt of certified co y of this order which 

shall draw a fresh sen ority list out of the 

colJlbined category of gen ral as well as SC/ST/BC 

candidates and prolJlotion to next higher posts to 

RPS and RAS and to IPS and IAS cadres, 

respectively shall e having due regard to 

the original panel posi in strict order of 

seniority of the petit as well as the 

private respondents ordance with the rules. 

The revised seniority li shall be published by 

the respondents positive y within a period of 60 

days thereafter" 

4.1.3 Against the order of the Hon'ble High Court in WP 

No.2812/96, an SLP was filed the Hon'ble Apex 

Court. The order of appointment f officers to IPS frolJl 

select lists of 1995-96 to were, therefore, IJlade 

subject to the SLP pending befor the SuprelJle Court. The 

SLP was decided by the Hon'ble Ap x Court on 16.9.99. 
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4.1.4 A Conterrpt Petition No.3'i:9/99 was filed by Shri 

R. K. Sor:l and others in the High Court of Rajasthan for 

the judgrrent of High Court in 
non-co~pliance of 

' I 
I 

B.K.Sharma•s case and the judgmerjlt of the Hon'ble Apex 

' 

Court In 
I 

the Conterrpt Petition, the Hon'ble 
I in the SLP. 

High Court has passed an interirr 

operat~ve portion of the interirr 

I order dated 3.3.2000. The 
I 
I 

order reads as under:-
1 

4.1. 

"Moreover the officers ~ho got promotion under 
I 

the orders of this courtj on 31.7.1997, if their 

i nl accordance with the 

judgement of this court or of the Suprerre Court, 
I 

prorrotions are not 

have no right to continud on their posts when the 
. I 

prorrotions were grant~d 
I 

to such officers 

spec if i ca 11 y with the 1st i pul at ions that they 

shall be subject to the result. of the petition 

and such promotions if prejudice the rights of 

any of the parties. We do not find that there is 

continuation of such 
any justification for 

officers in the prorrored post. Though sorre 

Ministerial act for revoca~ion of their promotion 

I 
may be necessary but that would not mean that 

such ministerial till act, like issuing 

notifications etc. is done, they can validly 

continue on their prorrotional posts. They have to 

be deemed to have ceased in the prorrotional 

office from the date lf the decision of this 
I 

court or of the Suprerre !Court if an interirr order 

was passed by the Supre1e Court. 

So far as preparatilon of seniority list, we 

grant 3 rronths' tirre to 1 the respondents to corrply 

with the order". 

In compliance of above directions 'of the Hon'ble 
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High Court, the Govt. of India enotified 28 FPS officere 

appointed to the IPS cadre of F~jasthan out of the select 

list of 1990-91 to 1998 vide not~fication dated 27.4.2000. 

The, 
1

enior_ity list of FPS officets wae also revised by the 

Govt I of Fa jasthan and a propola 1 was subwi t ted by the 

Stat Govt. to the UPSC for co+enirig a Review Select ion 

Corom'ttee to review the select list of 1990-91 to 1998 on 

the basis of the revised seniority list issued by the 
I 

Govt. 

4.1. Accordingly, a roeeting of the Feview Selection 

Cororo'ttee was held on 25/26th July, 2000 to review the 

lists of 1990-91 to in accordance with the 

directions of the Hon'ble Court and Hon' ble Apex 

Court. Thue, when the year-wise lists are roade, the zone 

of onsideration, eligibility conditions etc. are worked 

out as on the crucial date of the relevant year and not on 

the date on which the cororoittee actually roeets-• The Review 

Sel ct ion Cororoi t tee who IPet to prepare year-wise select 

lis 1990-91 to 1998, was not an ordinary Selection 

Coro ittee roeeting convened under the norroal provisions of 

the ProiPot ion Regulations, but was held in pursuance of 

the directions of the Hon'ble jigh Court of Rajasthan as 

s t a e d earl i e r • I 

4.1 7 It is settled law th,t in the cases where the 

sel ct lists are prepared on year-wise basis, the 

conLquential benefits includifg appointll'ent to IPS and 

senfority etc. are given to corerned officers by giving 

dee ed date of appoint IPent to IPS and their seniority in 

the IPS is fixed accordingly. If the prorootee officers are 

not given notional appointroents to the IPS on the basis of 

inclusion of their names in the year-wise select lists 

pre a red pursuant to the Court direct j ons, they would not 



'--

: 9 

get the justice in the watter of fixation of their 
I 

senio ity/year of allotment and the very purpose of 
I 
I 

prepa~ing the year-wise select li~ts would be defeated. In 

I I fact, thie stand has been affir~eo . by the Hon • ble Apex 
i 

Court in its juogroent in Devenorl3 Narayan Singh v. State 
I 

of Bihar, [(1996) 

CAT, Patna Bench 

India, [(1996) 2 

interlpreteo the 

Seni9rity) Rules, 

9(1) of the IPS 

I 

ll sec 342]. ~eversing the decision of 

! 
in the case oif D.N.Singh v. Union of 

I 

SLJ (CAT) 3221 (Pat)], the Apex Court 

Rule 3(3)(b) o~ the IPS Regulation of 

1954 as read with Regulat i en 5, 3, ana 

(Appoint went 
I b)j' Proroot ion) Regulations, 

1955 ana has categorically held dhat the year of allotwent 
I 

ose who were i ncl uoeo in t!he sai a year select 1 i st 
I 
I 

be oeterwi ned on the ba~:jis that they were in the 
I 

eele list of that year- thougr factually the list roay 

have been prepared ana approved subsequently. The Hon'ble 

Apex Court in Syeo Khalio Rizv:i! v. Union of India, 1993 
I 

supp (3) sec 575, directed th~ respondents to prepare 

Lists for the Jear for which these were 
I not i nal Select 
I 

The interpret at i 1on of the IPS seniority not prepared. 

rules by the Hcn'ble Apex Court is valid not only for the 

the seniority rules as notified in 1998 but aleo for 

earlier IPS seniority rule. Thlus, the seniority of the 

pro,otee IPS officers of RajJsthan was drawn up with 

reference to the year for which the select lists had been 

:::t:::: :: d::r;: t :: 2:~u;2t. 2 
:~:r 1 on v 1 de the res pendent s 

I I . 
4.lt8 These very pro~otee IPf off1cers (respondent Nos. 

3 to 10) were assigned their yJar of allotwent in the IPS 

in a siiFilar IFanner earlier .fso in the year 1999 vide 

res onoents letter dated 7.7.99 (Ann.I). The applicants 

had represented againet this order ana after careful 
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consideration of the points raise 

representation, the respondent !has 
I 

by thew in their 

rejected their 

representations through a detailed! speaking order viae· 
I 

order da eo 8.9.99 and 19.5.2000 (Ann.II and III). The 

I applicants did not file any OA before the Tribunal againet 
. I 

the reje tion of their representatiobs whereas it is only 
I 

now they have filed OA when the seniority/year of 
I 
I 

allotwen of the private respondent~ has been fixed in a 
I 

eiiPilar ranner. Since the Gause of lacticn for the first 

ti~e aroJe in the year 1999 but the~ have filed the OA in 

2002, thirefore, this OA deserves tlo be rejected on the 

ground of delay. I 

~ .. 2 I The official respondent I No.2 and private 

responaelt Nos. 3, 7 ana 10 have 1 aleo conteetea this 

applicatlon. While the private respbnaent No.7 has taken 

the plea of liwitaticn, the private respondent No. 3 and 

10 have ot taken any preliwinary ob]ection with regard to 

li~itatiln. The official respondent ko.2 i.e. the State of 

Rajasthal has net objected to tJe contention of the 

applicanhs that this application is Lithin limitation. 

4.3 The official respondent No1.2 has sub~itted that 

the respondent No.1 will be making abpropriate sub~iseione 
with re ard to the issuance of the iwpugned letter dated 

However, it is subwitted that si nee the 

Prowotic Regulations as well as Sjniority Rules de net 

contain specific previsions reg. ard1' ng the assign~ent of 

dee~ed date of appcintwent to IPS and consequential 
I 

assignment of the years of allctJent on the basis of 
I 

select ists prepared year-wise fori previous years by the 

Review Selection Committee in its] meeting held in one 

sitting, this being a caee of "Caeus Owissus" it is within 
' 

the coiP·etency of the competent aut ority to exercise its 



{_; 

~.-----

11 : 

discret ion to assign deeiPed oat E of appcintiPent and 

con seq deerred years of alll ot IPent • In fact 1 
in 

I 
siroila cases, Courte have been I giving the benefit of 

senior· ty and other consequential benefits flowing frorr 

retroslective effect of the deewed date of appointwent on 

the well recognised principle of relate back. Following 

judgiPernts are quoted in support of their case:-

a) AIPar Kant Chcudhary vs. sJate of Bihar, [1984 (l) 

b) 

c) 

d) 

e) 

f) 

SLR 470] 

Ashok v. David and M.G. Halappanavar Vs. Union of 

[ 1996 
I 

India & ors. (4) SLR 11] 

Devender Narain Singh 
I of Bihar & Ors. Vs. State 

I 
and OrE. [1996 ( 7) SLR 1] I 
O.S.Singh Anr. of India and Anr., & v~. Un,icn 

[1995 (5) SLR 626]. 

V.Rajaiah vs. UPSC and Ors. [1989 (5) SLR 379] 

S.N.Pathak VE. UOI [1992 (7) SLR 772] 

I 
4.4 The applicants have file~ rejoinder to the reply 

of re pendent No.1. 

5. Heard the learned counsel fer the parties and 

perus d the record. 

5.1 The official respondent No.1 and the private 

respo1dent No • 7 have taken the 1 ea of l i IPi tat ion. The 

offidal respondent No.2 i.e. th State of Rajasthan and 

I 
the p i vate respondents Nos. 3 ard l 0 have not taken the 

plea of liiPitation. During the <1:ouree of arguiPents, the 

learned counsel for the responden~ Nc.l subroitted that the 

reprekentaticn of the applicante ie forwarded by the State 

Gcvt. was di spceed of vi de the i letter dated 19.5.2000 

and he present OA has been f i l d in January, 2002 and, 
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therefore it oeserves to be reject a on the grouno of 

oelay. T~e letter oateo 19.5.2000 was issueo by the 

responaen~ No.1 to responoent No.2. copy of the saio 

1 l k ..::1 h 1· I h · h. etter wa.., not IPar eu to t e app 1cants. T ere IS not 1ng 

on record to establish that the rekponoent No.2 serveo 

this lettbr to the applicants. In fac~ the responoent No.2 

has not Jaken the plea of 1 i IPi tat i oj. The applicants are 

aggrieveo of the oroer oateo 20.12.01 fixing the allotment 

years of the private 

responoent No.1 have 

responde.its anr the seniority. The 

theiPsel ves subroi t teo in the reply 

that th seniority of the prorooteo IPS officers of 

Rajastha] was orawn up viae their 

view of above oiscussions, this 
0 

lirritati ,n. 

I 
or9er aateo 20.12.01. In 

I case is not barreo by 

5. 2 The applicants are aggrieve a of the oroer oat eo 

20th De erober, 2001 whereby the year 1986 has been 

assignee as the year of allotroent to the private 

the oir~ct recruits of 1987 responoerts as they being 

batch, shall becoroe junior 

i 

to the ptivate responoents. It 

I 
is aoroit eo by the learneo counsel ~or the parties curing 

the cou se _,.~f arguiPent s, that if tte year of the select 

~list is~ aken as 2000 insteao of 199r-91/199l-92 as taken, 

the yea of allotrrent of the privatie responoents will be 

1990 an in that event, the privatl responoents shall be 

I 
junior to. the applicants. Therefore, the issue. 

~•*""' xltm>b:ex><>eo<il<l<>O in this OA +, whether the year of 

the sel ct list shall be 2000 when the review DPC took 

place, t• contended by the appl Jants, or the year of 

select llist, when based on the 1acancies, the private 

responoents woulo have'been appointee to the IPS, but for 

the cou11t cases as contenaeo by the responoents. 

5.3 The contention of the rneo counsel for the 

applica ts is that the action the responoents in 
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prepar ng the select list of retrospective years and 

therea ter taking the last date of select l j st year in 

which the concerned State Police Officer has been 

deemed date of their appointment, as is 

their impugned letter, is illegal being 

included, as 

evidenr troll' 

againsr the statutory rules viz. sub-clause (ij) of the 

sub-rute (3) of Rule 3 of IPS (Regulation of Seniority) 

Rules, 1988 which provides that the year of allotment of a 

promotee officer shall be determinld with reference to the 

year il which the meeting of the cbmmittee was held. There 

is no provisjon of . deemed daJe of appointment and 

conseqrently the allotment year. Hl further submitted that 

~ as per this statutory provision, Jhe year of allotment is 
. I 

required to be determined with reference to the year 2000 

as the meeting of the Selection 1ommittee took place in 

2000. 

In their reply, the official respondent No.2 i.e. 

I 
the S of Rajasthan has submitted that there js no 

specif'c provision in the rules ~egarding assignment of 

deemed date of appointment to thi IPS and consequential 
. I . 

assign_~nt of years of allotment to the appointees to the 

IPS on the basis of the select lis! p~epared for number of 

years by the Review Select Commitlee in its meeting held . ~ I~ 
in one sitting •. B~:rt·>, it is within the competency of 

the administrative authorjties to assign deemed dates of 

appoin ment as well as corisequ,ntial deemed years of 

allotm nt to the officers. It has also been sumbitted that 

case of 'casus omissus', it js within the 

compet ncy of the authoriti~s to exercise the 

d .. It t' d' t' d I . d d d t f a m1n1 ra 1ve 1scre 1on an ass1gn eeme a es o 

appoin ment. 

It is submitted by th respondents that the 
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weeting Jof the Selection Ccrrwittee, held on 25/26.7.2000, 

was con" ened tc review the select 1 i st froiD 1990-91 tc 
I 
' 

1998 as a consequence to the varicu~ court cases and the 
I 

final oraers of the High Court and t~e Suprewe Court which 
\ i 

included orders to awend the seniorlity of State Service. 

In prepfring 

considerrtion 

referenc to 
·-

I . 
the year-wise selec~ li~t, the zone of 

I 
and eligibility criter~a has to be seen with 

I 
the crucial date cf the relevant year under 

. I 

the reg lat ion. Further, if not ionlal appointment is not 
I 

I 
given including the seniority, the p~rpose of carrying out 

I 
the exercise for waking year-wise se~ect li~t will have no 

I 

I 
weaning. It was further argued by the learned counsel for 

~the respondents that proper interpre~ation and application 

of the statutory rules is required tp be wade. No rule can 

take ca e of all exigency. The respbndents have relied en 

various judgwents as referred to in the preceeding Para. 

5.4 Having considered the 

arguwents cf the parties, we 

watetial on record and the 
I 
I 

are lot the view that the 
' 

action f the official respondents in preparing year-wise 

select list and consequent assignment of year of allotment 

? by reck<l>Jli ng the dee wed date of ap+i ntll'ent in the IPS a e 

the la day of the year in wiich name of private 

respond nts find place in the sel ct list, is just and 

proper iequiring no judificial interference. In this view 

of the watter, we also take guidance frow the Hon'ble Apex 

Court judgwent in Devendra Narayjn Singh v. State cf 

SLR 1] and o.s.sihgh and Anr. vs. Union Bihar, fl996 (7) 

of Indi and Anr. reported in [1995 (5) SLR 626]. 

6. In view of above discussions, this OA js devoid 

of and, therefore, diswissed ithout any order as to 


