
·- It~ THE CEtn'RAL ADNI!UST~TIVE TRIBTJN.Z\.L, JAIPUR BENOi, 

JAIPUR 

OA NO .455/1996 Date of order: 12- ~-ti..:.-

.v .N .Sharma, at present empl·~Ted on the post of Chief 

Ticket Inspector, \'1estern Rail,.Jay at Gangapur City, 

>Kota Division, Kota. 

• • Applicant 

versus 

1. Union of India through General Manager, \-lestern 

Railway, Churchgate, Bombay. 

2. Divisional Railway Hanager {Estt .), Kota Division, 

Kota. 

3. Sr. Divisional comrrercial IJ!...anager (Estt.), Kota 

Division, western Rail\>lay, Kota • 

• • Respondents 

Mr. Shiv Kumar, counsel for the applicant 

Mr· t-1anish Bhandari, counsel for the respondents 

C~f;!: 

H:on'ble l-tr. Gopal Krishna, Vice Chairman 

Hon 'ble Nr. o.p .Sharma, Administrative flember 

ORDER -- ........ --
·Per Hon'ble i.f!I'.' O.P.Sharrra, Administr3tive M:!mber -IT ~ ____ _. ___ r---..-.........----.... -=--.... -~ .... --.......... --------.-.-

This OA was earlier disposed of by order dated 

218.1.1997. HOI.o~ever, on a Reviet-1 Application filed 
:.v 

by the appli~ant being all'-'Wed by order dated 7 .8.1997, 

the order dated 28.1.1997 passed in the Q!\. \o1as recalled. 

Accordingly, a fresh order is be irYJ passed in this O.Z\.. 

2. In this OA filed u~er Section 19 of the 

Administrative Trioun~ls Act, 1985, the applicant 

has prayed that the order dated 16.7.96 {Ann.A1) 

containing a provisional panel for selection to the 

post of Chief Ticket Inspector (cri) scaleRs. 

2000-3200 (RP) am order dated 19.7.96 (Ann.A2) 
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grantin9 prom.:n: i~.,n to persons in the aforesaid post 

in the aforesaid scale i9noring the case of the 

applic.:lnt may be q·~ashed with all consequential 

benefits am the respondents may be directed to 

condtlCt the se l~ct ion for the aforesaid post as 

per r1~l·:s. An alternative prayer by the applicant 

is that he may be given benefit of the direction 

contained in the circular letter dated 19.3.1976 

mentioned in para 4 (11 ) of the m and he rray be 

considered to have been .selected for th(/post ·of 

Cl'I sc.:ile Rs. 2000-3200 (RP) as per the panel 

dated 16 • 7 • 96 an:l he rna y be 9 ive n pr ·~mot ion at par 

with his junior wi-b.h all conseq1.1ent ial benefits. 

3. The facts of the case as stated by the applicant 

are that he was initially appointed as a Ticl":.et 

Collect or in 1 96 8. After getting prom:>t ions from 

time to t irre~ he is na·J ,,or king on the post of Cl' I 

on ad hoc b3s is. He is eligible for protnot ion to 

the post of cr I scale Rs. 2 OOu-35 00 (RP) on regular 

basis. The respondents conducted a select ion for 

the post of CT~ll vide an order dated 11 .6 • 96 (Ann .A4 ) • 

Eleven posts '\-Jere to be fill.:d up. The:) applicant 

'"as eligibl·9 for selection. His name appears at 

Sl.No .5 of the(:;eligibility list. Per~ons at Sl. 

Nos. 1 an1 2 in the eligibility list had already 

been promoted as Cri. Peraons at Sl.N·:)S • t arrl 4 

in the e lio;Jibility list were .9.lso not prom.;:,t.t::d d1.1e 

to administratb7e/disciplinary reasons. Thus the 

applicant was senior most :v.=rson to be c·~ns id.ered 

for prom·::>ti·~n. An interview was c·~Irll.lcted for the 

purpose of se l·:ct ion on 12.7. 96 ·:tnd the applicant 

fa~t!J well. The~iapplicant has~ hOI.·Iever, not been 

granted promotion but pers()nS junior to him placed 

in the se1;ction panel have been granted promotion cw 
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vide orders Ann.A1 dated 16.7.96 and Ann.A2 dated 

19.7.97. The reason .. for ignoring the applicant f()r 

prom.:>tion was~ "f!::S bias against him on account of 

his filin9 an OA against the earlier parel dated 

17 .4. 95 prep Cl.~ed by the resp.::>rrlents. The -:tpplicant 
/·· 

has bsen workin9 on the po.st o£. Cl'I on ad hoc basis:_; 

for the l=.st si:< months. Since the applicant has not 

been selected on a regular b3.sis, vi:l·~ .,rder dated 

19.7.96 (Ann.A2} he has been •::>rdered to be reverted 

to the lower post. 

5. Further according to the applicant, the p.::>st of 

cri i.s a selection post to be filled 'lP on the basis 

of the procedure prescribed in para 219 of the 

Indian Railway Establishrrent Manual (IREM) Vol.I. 

The respon-ients have not followed the entire procedure 

prescribed in para 219 as aforesaLi. Instead, they 

hav:e c•:>n:hlcted select ion on the oasis of viva-voce 

alo~. Since the appl~cant has been working on the 

po.:;t of cr I on ad hoc bas is sat is f:::tct or ily, his case 

is C•::>ve red by th•? Rail\-1·:17 So-:1td • s circular No. 

831-E/63/2X (E-IV) dated the 19th March, 1976 which 

reads as urrle r: 

"Sub:- Record Note of the rreet ing of the Deputy 

Hinister for Railways and the Railway Board 

with the Headquarters of the Pe rsonne 1 

Departm::nt of the R:t ilway Adrninist rat ion 

he ld in t.;;w De lh i on 2 7 .11 • 95 • 

A copy of an extract from the Record Note Circulated 

vide Soard •s letter No. 75-E (SCI') 15/48 dated 

9.12 .'15 as received vi.::le their office letter l~o. 
E GNG I-75) PMI/264, dt. 25th Jan, 1976 is 

'c... 

repr•::x:luced be lQW' :-

"2 .2 Panels should be forrred for select ion posts 

in t irre to :~.void ad hoc prornot ions. r::::are sho1~11 be 

taken to see while forming panels that employees 

who have been working in the posts on :~.d hoc basis 

quite satisfactorily are not declared unsuitable 

intervie"':. In p.:trticular any employee if\ the 

vtJ •••• 4 
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reaching the field of consideration sho1~l.:fb-2 saved 

from harassment •. " 

According t·~ the aforesaid Record Note, the applic-3.nt 

C·annot be declared .as fail~d in the viva--voce because 

he has b2en w·::>rking sat isf:Lctorily on the post. The 

respon1ents have not ~··~rrl,~cted any \-lr itten test for 

judging the· professional ability, contrary to the 

provisions of the rules. The applic3.nt is fully 

entitled to pr.::>moti,~n as he is the senior most person 

\"IOrking on the post of err on ad hoc basis, satisfactorily. 

The Hon 'ble Suprene court in· the case of R .c .Srivastava v. 

Union of India and Ors. in SLP Ho. 9865/93 decided 

On 3 .11.1995 be1j that \·lhere a·:J r~rson has been \oJOrking 

on ad hoc basis on a higher post satisfactorily, he 

should be given benefit of Rec,:>rd Note i~o. 2 .2 in 

the process of select ion. Since the applicant].s juniors 

have been granted promotion to the post of cri scale 

Rs. 2000-3200 (P.P), he is alsoentitledtopromotion, 

as non-grant of promot. ic•n would amount to violation Of 

Articles 14 and 16 of the Constitution. Th.: applicant 

has a clean service record. He is, therefore, entitled 

to be ;p-:t-~o~oted on the basis of his clean service record, 
"'-J' 

his seniority and after being granted the benefit of 

Record Note No. 2 .2 even if the select ion is on the 

b,:9s is of viva-voce a ione. 

6. The res}?orrlents in their ·reply have stated that 

the post of cri is filled ·up on the basis of select ion 

an:i seniority has no major role in selection. The 

applicant has failed in the selection and, therefore, 

his gr ie:vance that hi::• juniors have been granted prc.m.x, ion 

ignoring his case has no validity. Trey have denied 

that the applicant was dropp::d fr..:lm the selection list 

for the reason that he had filed an OA against the 

Q~ ••• s 
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earlier s.election. Since carrlidates had been 

selected for the post of CI'I on regular basis, the 

applicant, ~1ho has been working on the post of cr I 

on ad hoc b~sis, had been reverted to a lower, 

substantive post to make room for the regularly 

select.ed candidates. The responjents claim to have 

conjucted the selection strictly in accordance \'lith 

the rules and have a~1arded marY'-s in different 

categories as per the: prc'V is ions conta. ined in the 

IREM. The seniority as well as the setitice record 

of')the applicant l-lere also taken into. account and 

it is only thereafter that the panel was· forrred. 

If the applicant claims any benefits of any 

circu.lar of the Railway Board, he]should annex a 

copy the re·~f \·1 ith the m.. Only a port ion of the 

circular has been quoted c.rrl unless the complete 

circular is prcduced before the Tribunal, it cannot 

be seen ~1hether it is applicable in this case or not. 

AS far as the j uigrrent of the Hon 1ble Suprerre court 

is concerned, it has no application to the present 

case, according to the respondents. If a person has 

not been selected, he has to make room for those 

who have been selected. They have further stated that 

it is not clear ha-1 the· applicant has clairred that 

he has been performing service satisfactorily on 

the post of err on which he has been appointed on 

ad hoc bas is. The applicant has also not impleaded 

persons junior to him as respondents in the OA with 

~1hose promotion he: is ag.;;rriE:;ved. 

7. The applicant has also filed a rej oinJ.er to the 

reply filed by the respon:lents. certain \'1L·itten 

argurrents had also been submitted by the respondents 

be fore the Ql!. was dis posed of earlier b~l order dated 
I 

28.1 .97. 
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8. During his oral ar9uments, the learned counsel 

for the applicant stated that the Record t\!ote 

reprcd uced in the j udgl'l'Ent of the Hon 'ble Suprerre 

court 'in the case of R.c.srivastava was issU£d 
,AD 

in the form of ·::>r as .Part of;~irctJ.lar of the Railway 

.Boord \>1hich had s~atlltor~7 force. He conterrled th·3.t 

the prcrvis ions containe:d in the Indian Raih1ay 

Establishrr~nt :~je (for short the "Code") vol.I 
-~ v 

has been frarred by the President urrle r Article 3 09 

of the constitution. Rule 123 of the C•Xle ~1hich 

is equivalent to earlier R1.1le 157 of the cooe 

provides that the RailNay Board have full powers 

to make rules of general application to Group-e 

and Gr01..1p-0 ri-'ilway se: r:vants urrle: r their control. 

The circular dated 19th N3.rch, 1976 ha~\ been issued 

by the Raih1ay Board turler Rule 123 of thE: Cede an:l 

therefore, had s~~~tutory force. He added that the 

provisions of the mEf-.1 un:ler which the. selection ha~ 

been comucted arrl the applicant had been declared 

as failed on the grourrl that he had not secured 

60% marks in the professional ability, did not have 

a statutory force. He relied 1.1pon the jud9rre:nt of 

the Hon 'ble Suprerre Co~Jrt. · in the case of Railway 

Board v. P .R .Subramaniy,~nJ€:n~:i Ors ., 1978 sec (LScS) 35, 

which according to him, laid d<:Mn that the rules 

frafi'E;d by the Raih1ay Board have: the force of rule:s 

framed un:ler Article: 309 of thoE: constitution, ~f · 

these are of gen=ral application to non-gazetted 

railway servants or to a class of them. In this 

j udgrrent,· a.::cord ino;r to him, the Hon 'ble Supreme 

court had held that a circular issued by the Raihiay 
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Board wh~ich was of a gen:ral application \-lOUld 
. .; 

override ~ -~?} corresponding or a similar provision 

in the IREM, where there was a conflict bet'-'Jeen the 

two. He then referred to the judgrrent of th~ Allahabad 

Bench •:>f the Tribunal in Rain ~' v • Union of IIXl ia 

through the Secretary to Government and Ors ., 1996 (3) 

SI.J (CAT) 92, ll'heredn the Tribunal had held that the 

Raih.ray Board "t-las competent to issue instructions 

frorr. tirre to tirre to supplenent the provisions of 

thE; ~nual !.~'"!d.such instructions);~ statutory force. 

Re fe.rring to the j trlgrrent of the Han '·ble su.pren·e 

court in P.R.Subramanjyam-15 case, the Tribunal held 
~'-.7 

that in the event of any ino=onsistency bet\'leen the 

provisions C•f the IRE.t-1 aaJ the Railway Boa.td •s 

circ1J.lars, the :~att9rwould'-p' revail. 'He also relied 
~-----' \.Y 

upon a. Ftlll Bench Judgm::nt of the Tribunal (Prlncipal 

Bench~, waz ir Ch:ind v. Union of India -arrl others, 

reported at pages 287 onwards of vol.II of Full 

Bench JUdgme:nts of central Administrative Tribunals 

(1989-1991) published by Bahri Brothers, Delhi, 

1991 Edit ion. He .te fe rred to para 11 of the 

aforesaid .judgment in which the Full Bench of the 

Tribuna 1 had observed that a circular of 1 982 
be 

issued by the Rail\o.·ay Board could rightly Lfe:.garded 

as statutory in character, applicable to all the 

railway servants. He, therefore, stated that the 

circular issll.ed by the: Rail,.,•ay Board foJ:Warding 

the Record Note, referred to earlier, had ~~-;:.J,grrce 

of a statutory rule and it overrode the provisions 

of para 219 of the IRE~ if there \-las any inconsistency 

between the two. In the light of this position the 
,-\ 

applicant \'Jas entitled to the benefi~ of Record --.:; 

Note 2 .2. S:ince the applicant had been \-lorking 

on.the:. ad hoc post satisfactorily, there was no 

~J 
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reason tc.• revert him from the post of cri scale Rs. 

2000-3200 on the grottrrl that he h·~d failed in the 

viva-voce and had, therefore, not been declared as 

passed in the professional ability by securing 60% 

marks there in. 

9. The learned counsel for the respondents st.ated that 

the rules or paragraphs in the IREM were .also() 
. in 

statutory ruleslasmuch as these had been frarred in 

pursuance of the: power conferre.d on the Rail\.;ay Board 

by ::Rule 123 of the Code (which correspond§,~-:-_) to the v ~-

earlier Rule 157 in the co:te). On the other hatrl, the 

Railway Board •s circular dated 19th Harch, 1976 on 

which reliance has been placed by the applicant had 

not been incorporated in 'the IREH, even though in the 

1989 ed~tion of the IRE.M it is available. This only 

suggests that the Railway Board never intended this 

circular to be a sort of general rule. Moreover, 

according to him, the applicant has not '~~::~; presented· 

a copy of this circular ·3.long\':ith the M arrl, therefore, 

it ti/Otlld not be proper to place any reliance on this· 

circular. Even if it is assumed that it is incox:porated 

in the Hon'ble Suprem: court•s judgrrent in R.C.Srivastava•s 

"' case, which has bo:en annexed by the respomente to theG? 

written argWTEnts filed by them, the circular has been 

described by the Hon'ble Suprerre court as in the nature 

of an administrative direction an:J. not as a rule. The 

Hon 'ble Supreme court has itself observed in 

R.c.Srivastava's case that a circular of the Railway 

Board. cannot override a statutory rule~ Para 219 of 
which 

the IREHLprcrvides that a caoo.kl·:tte must secure 60% 

marks in professional ability to qtlalify for select ion 

is a statutory rule and the provisions of the circular 

dated 19th f1arch, 1976 and the Record note incorporated 

therein are contrary to the provisions of para 219 of 

the IREM. Before the Hon 'ble S.upreme Court, the 

~.J •••• 9 
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counse 1 arguing the case en behalf of the Railways 

could not perhaps point 01.1t that the prr:JV is ions of 

this circular dated 19.3.1976 incorporating the Record 

l~ote we .re in violation of the statutory provisions 
that 

of the rules relating to selection. NowLit h·as been 

brou.:;rht to the notice of the Tribunal that the prc~t1isions 

of the circular .. ) dated 19.3 .1976 .::tlrl the Record note 

incorpor.:tted the .rein are ·~ont rary to the prc·v is ions of 

para 219 of the IREM, which is a statutory rule, the 

applicant cannot be granted any relief on the basis 

of the circular dated 19.3.1976 arrl the Record Note 

incorporated therein. 

10. We h~ve heard the le.~rned coun3~ 1 for the parties 

an:1 h·:..ve perused the material on record ~s also the 

judgn-ents cit~d before us. 

11. Insofar as, the circular dated 19.3.1976 is 

concerned, :·;:_i~~-_~) has no d•:ll.lbt not been annexed l?Y the 

applicant t•:l the (A. However, it is incorporated in 

• 

the Hon 'ble Suprel't'e Court's j ud·:;JITent. in R .c .Sr.iv:tsta.v3. 's 

case de livered ·:>n 3 rd uo~tembe r, 1995 in ci~Jil Appeal arising 

01~t of SLP (C) No. 9866 of 1993, which has been annexed 

by the responjents t·:> the \-tritten arguments filed by 

them. ~ie. the ref·:)re, cannot: d•:lt..lbt the aut.hent icity I 

genuineness of the .afo~said circ;~lar mere-ly beca1~se 

.a copy thereof ~'i:.•L not available alOI'liJW ith the OA. 

The quest ion now is whether this can be said to be 

a complete circular, which has been incorpcrated in 

the Hon'ble Supreme (:t.)Urt's jur..lgrrent. t·le .are of the 

view that its applicability or otherwise C·:in be 

C':lnsidered on the b3.sis of whatever has been incorporated 

in the Hon'ble S;uprerre c~.')urt 's juign·t.llt • NC• doubt, 

at one place it has been des.::ribed as in the nature 

of an administ rat iv·~ j ir·~ct ir:m ( par.3. 4 of the Hon '·:tble 

O~,J 
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Supreme court's jud•;went). In our view,there is no 

basis in the ar9urrents that if it is rrerely an 

administ rat ive direct ion L ~~it·-~, cannot be t rested as a 

circul.ar issued by the Railway B•=>ard which bas general 

applicability. There is n,:, · separate definition of an 

administrative direction ·=·r of a circlllar available 

which would justify a distinction •Jf this nature. 

Therefore, in the cir.::1.1mstances, \~e have to assume 

that it is a circi.l!.:tr issued by the Railway Board, 

which has a general applicability. 

12. Para 219 of the !REM : ~. ' prtW ides that a candidate, 

in order to be in·:: lttde d in the select ion pane ~ must 

secure 60% marks in pri)fessi•:Jnal ability. Professional 

ability in this case was j tldged on the t.asis of 
~~~··· 

viva-voce alone:. It wa::isGri•)Usly disputed by the 

learned counsel for· the)appli.:::ant during his oral 

argurrents that the respondents cc::mld resort t-:> 

ju::lging the pr.:>fessi•:>n:il ability on the basis of 

viva-v•::>...."'e alooo as well, after dispensing with the 

written test. Thus, it w•:>uld appear that there is 

an inconsiEtency bf~tween the prtJ\Tisions of para 219 

and the Record tJote circ,~l . .:..ted by the Raih1ay Board •s 

circular d.ated 19 .3 .1976 • The ~:=c •=>I'l-l ·Note: provides 

that a person which bas been workin.;:r satis::actorily 

on a post on ad h·X bas is should not be decl·-ared 

as unsuitable .~)q the interview. Simply p•lt, therefore, 

as per this circi.l!.ar, the applicant should. not have 

been failed in the: int.e rv iew, if he w.~s working on 

the ad hoc post of '::!'I sc3.l~ Rs. 2000-3200 satisfa.ct•:>rily. 

in its judgment in R .c .Srivastava •s case that it was 

not pc:>inte:d o•~t .-,n ~.=half ,,f the Railways that the 

direct ion contained in the Rec,)r.j N'ote vias inc•.,nsistent q __ j 
•••• 11 
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with the statut.:ory rule. The learned cou.nsel for 

the res pmrle nts no:w se;e ks bo= fore us to .:::how th·3.t 

the prvvisi.:ms of para 219 of IREt-1 also ·::•:mstitute 

statutory rule am sin:.::e there is an inc·::»ns istency 

bet\·leen the tw•::>, the provisions of para 219 of 

IREM sh·::>t.lld prevail over those of the Record Note. 

It may, ha"lev.::r, b€: stated that the provisions of 

IREH regarding selecti·:m were als.:. D;:fore the Hon'ble 

Supreme •:•:>urt, as can be seen from the fa.::t that 

the Hon 'ble Suprerre .:ourt has itself observed 

at::,;para 2 of the judg~nt that a candidate is 

reY:uired to secure not less th.~n 60% marl:s ( 30 out 

of 50 marks) in professional ability and not less 

than 60% rrarks in the aggregate to be eligible 

fop empanelllEnt. Thus, it is obvious that the 

provisions of the ~R.EN were very m1.\Ch before th~~.J 

Hon 'ble Suprerre Court when it had observed that 

it had not b=en shewn th3.t th•:: direct ions contaired. in 

the Record Uote were inconsistent with any st-~tutory 

rules. The clear implication is that the Hon 'ble 

Suprerre Cotrrt did not regard th:; pr•::r:risions of 

para 219 of the IP.Et•l as a statutory rulE:. 

13 • From the j udgrrent of the Hon 'ble Suprerre 

COt.lrt in the case of P .R .Subramaniyam, referred 

to ab·:)\le, it is appare:nt that a circalar ~;!f$~d 

by the Raih·Hiy B03.rd, Ex .R-9, was tre·;tted :ts overr:L::l ing 

the provisions contained in Rule 20(b) of IREl"l vol.I. 

It does appear to us, therefore, that a circular 

issued by the Rail\<~ay Board in view of the provisions 

of Rule 123/157 of the cooe would prevail o~1er those 

contained in the corr.-zspondinr;J pr•:tvisions of IREM 

to the extent that the latter are inconsistent 

with a circular issued by the Raih;ay Board. 

q_J 
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Same view has been expressed by the Allahabad 

Bench of the Tribunal in Ram Poojan•s case. 

It is not necessary for us to discuss the ratio 

of the Full Bench Jl.Xigrrent of the Tribunal in 

waz ir cha nd • s case·. 

14. we 3rel therefore, of the vie\>J that the 

prov .. isions of the Raih1ay aoatd •s circular dated 

19 .3 .1 976 incor·porat ing para 2 .2 of the Record 

Note -v1ouM have effect, nct\11 ithstarrl ing the 

provis ic)ns contained in para 219 of the IREt-1 

vol. I. There fore~ if the applicant has been 

working satisfactorily on the post of CI'I scale 

Rs. 2000-3200 on ad hoc basis1 the resporrlents 

would not be justified in declaring him as failed 

airl not eli9ibler f,')r inclusion in the select ion 

panel for the post of err, on the ground that 

the applicant had failed to secure the minimum 

60% m.:trl:s in the professional ability judged 

on the. bas is of the viva-voce. The respoments 

shall, therefore, in the first instance determine, 

on the basis of tre service record of th~ applic-::tnt, 

vlhether his perform:tnce •=:tn the post of CI'I on 

ad hoc basis has been sat is factory. If it has been 

satisfactory, they shall not declare the applicant 

as failed in the test f·:·r professional ability 

judged on the bas is of viva-voce: • In such a situation, 

they shall have to assurr~ that the applicant has· 

secured the minimum 60% rrarl"...s in the test for 

professional ability,~r~,®d on the bs.sis of 

viva-voce. O:her criteria laid down in para 219 
securing 

of IREM for selection includ.ingL60% marks in the 

aggregate shall, of course, have t.o be fulfilled 

!lJ .... 13 
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by the applicant. If on the basis of the ab•:r..re 

exercise he is found eligible for inclusion in 

the select ion panel, his n:tme shall be inclu:ied 

therein and he shall also be given appointrrent 

to the post of cri on a regular basis as and ·when 

the next vacancy on the post of Cl' I scale P.s. 

2000-3200 is available. The exercise of jud9ing 

whether the applicant is eligible for inclusion 

in the selection panel shall be completed within a 

pe:ricd of three months from the date of receipt 

of a copy of this omer. 

15. The respondents have raised an objection that 

the applicant had not impleaded any person junior 

to him as respondent in the Ql\, with whose promotic•n 

he l-Ias aggrieved. It is true that the applicant 

had not impleaded any persons junior to him, "'ho 

have already been granted promot. ion to the post of 

Cl'I on regular basis. We direct that if the applicant 

i-~ foun:l eligible for inclu.s ion in the se le,ct ion panel 

on the basis of the directions 9iven in the preceding 

paragraph and is granted promotion as a consequence 

thereof, he shall not be granted seniority over 

any psrson who has ca:-Jready been promoted to the 

post of cr I seale Rs • 2 000-3 2 00 on a regular bas is • 

16. The at\ is disposed of accordingly. No order 

as to costs. 

(O.PQJ,,a) ~.~. 
(Gopa 1 Krishna ) 

Administ rat i ve 14::: rrbe r vice Chairman 
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