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e EPF ORGANISATION
(Ministry of Labour, Gowvt. of India)
#13, '‘Bhavisnyanidgiu Bhavan',

Raja Rarn Mohan Rey Road,

PB Nc.25148, Bangalore - 56C 028,

No. BN/PF/Adm 1/2005-06 / 66> . Date: Muich 2, 2006

"By name to:
Sri N N Sharma
RPFC (HRM)

S0
The Central PF Commissioner*
New Dethi
‘Court Viattar’
‘By Speed Post’

Sir, :
Sub : Forwardai of orders of Hon'ble CAT in O A No. 517 & 664
- to 867/04 filed by Sri N K Ranganathan & Others Reg-

kk & k&t

Please find enclosed a copy of court order in above said case.
The relief given by the CAT Is to redefine the placement in the Seniority
List of Departmental Promotion Committee proceedings dated 14.06.03
by removing the names of Sii K Raimachanaran, Sri Satish Premananda
and Sri A K Mithrananda who have been aliowed regular appointment in -
the cadre of EQ/AAD w.e.f 03.03.30 by crealing supernumery posts as
ordered in OA No. 193 & 237 to 238/02 by the Hon'bie CAT, Bangalore
Bench. It may also be recalled that while implerneniing the orders in OA
No. 193, 237 to 238/02 the relief gained by the three applicants in the
OA have aiso to be allowed to another three officials and in effect six

N officials wera to be allowed appointment on regular basis w.e.f 03.03.90
v under Initial Constituted clause. Applicants in the pigsent OA No. 817,

664 to 667/04 will therefore get the rellef of elevation of six piacemants
in the/select list. As the CAT has ordered that no review DPC neexi to
be conducted, we are drawing the select list and submitting for new
select list for approval separately.




2 | am of the view that decision do not warrant filing appeal The

Counsel who had conducted the case Is also of the opnion that this s
not A fit case to file appeal.

REGIONAL PF COMMISIONER-I

) BANGALORE, KARNATAKA
£ncl : ‘ ’ :

1. Order of CAT dated 15.02.08
2. Advocate's Opinion "

Copy to:

\/ The Addl. Central PF Commissioner

South Zone

Hyderabad - for infarmation -
2. Sri Megharam, RPFC (CAT) - for information - N
3. The Cadre Fiie, £EQ/AAQ - for informatlon and to draw select list and

submit the proposal to Head Office by
28.02.08
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. IInd flocr,
" Comnmercial Comple,\,
\L/ Indira Nagar,

1. -o?ﬂ CINAL APPLICATIQN MO: 51759 €64 %“7/%%1\‘ GALCRE-5600 C22.

J\ ' 2. MISC.AFFLICATION NO: \ \ !‘1 7 FER 2006_

PEVIFW APPLICATIQN NO
4, COATE. FT PTTITLCN

\\-(‘r\ }A . APPLICANTE(S) : Shei: N )< g%mam-w 9:407'/53
Q)J\ : - V/s=
"RFS PONDENTS ”z,, ,Sa.@j M}, Lodoww . N-D: E( 18 1% -
A To,

® - 8hvi. M. an*ﬁms\gww‘-“j
-~ Rdsv cnte

Neo. 8‘/‘/, YB(M& Mawkaﬁw @%W‘?

DS i 5. Hotta. PSisente. s
34[3, T Flesy, < muim Road . i R- 28RS,
G\wAMn&bm BAN@AL@K!' ,;3’000? -

Subject:~ Forwarding of copies of the orders passed by the

s Central ApmlnlstratWC Tribunal, Bangalore,

g A copy o:,the Order Passed by this Tribunal in the
_above said appllcat1§n(s) is enclosed herewith jor your informaticn
and further nececsary acticen,

The Order was prcnc-unced om dated lﬁzo‘gz_jgc}aﬁén ]

T Dsrut3 F"“s‘*rar
T Judicial umnchcs




CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL
BANGALORE BENCH

0.A. No.517 & 664 TO_667/2004

WEDNESDAY THIS THE 15TH DAY OF FEBRUARY 2006

SHRI G.SHANTAPPA '.... MEMBER (J)
| SMT. K.N.K. KARTHIAYANI ... MEMBER (A)
1.N.K. Ranganathan, *

S/o Krishnan,
- Aged about 48 years,
Enforcement Officer,
Opo the Regional Provident Fund
Commissioner, Sub-Accounts Office,
Peenya, 1°* Cross, 1% S5tage,
Bangalore-58. : il
2.Smt.B.Prema Jayadev,
Wife of Sri Jayadev, .
Aged about 53 years,
Asst. Accounts Officer,
O/o the Regional Provident. Fund
Commissioner, No.13, Rajaram Mohan Roy Road,
Bangalore-25. » '

3.Syed Sadath Ahmed,
Son of S.A.Jaleel,
Aged 58 years,
Enforcement Qfficer,
O/o the Regional Provident Fund
Commissioner, No.13, Rajaram Mohan Roy Road,
Bangalore-25. :

4.B.Srinivas,
Son of late B.Tatacharya,
Aged about 50 years, : :
Enforcement Officer, - Lo
C/o the Regional Provident Fund
. Commissioner;NohlB, Rajaram Mohan Roy Road,

Bangalore-25. {

5.B.Govardhana, '
S/o Sri B.Shantha NaiK
)‘ ged ab out 59 years,
orcement Officer, -
the Regional Provident Fund

issioner, Sub-Accounts Office,

va, 1" Cross, 1° Stage,

alore—-58. Applicants

-

(By Advocate Shri M.Narayanaswamy)




vVs.

1.The Government of 1ndia
rep. BY -1TS Secretary to Govt.
Ministry of Labour,
Shrama Shakthi Bhavan,
New Delhi, T

2.The Central Provident Fund
Commissioner, Bhavishya Nidhi Bhavan,
Bikajikama Road, '
New Delhi. )

3.The Regicnal Provident Fund
Commissioner, Karnataka Bhavishya Nighi
Bhavan, Post Box No.2254,
Bangalore-25.

4.P.Basheer, EQ/RO,
Office of the Regional
Provident Fund Commissioner,
10A, Saint Thomas Road, High Ground,
Thirunulvely-627 001.

5.M.Gopalakrishnan, EO/ARAQO,
Sub-Accounts Office,
Employees' Provident Fund
Organization, No.3, Rajaji Salai,
Chennai-600 045.

6.Chandrakant Gadiyar, EO/ARO,
Office of the Asst.Provident
Fund Commissioner, Yashorama Complex, —
Ratnagiri Road, -
Employees' Provident Fund Orgn.,
Chikmagalur-577 101.

7.P. Varadan, EO/ARAOQ,
Employees' Provident Fund organization,
PB No.3875, Balasundaram Road,
Coimbatore~641 019.

1
. 8.S.Shankarlingam, j EO/ARO,

e TR Employees' Provigdent Fund organization, ‘ i

nkataramana Iyqr Street, Pollachi-641 001.

eese Danielﬁ EO/AAO,kO/Q the Regional
ees' Provident Fund Commissioner,
:P, Tiruvanthapuram-695 004.

10.K Afavindan, EO/ARO,
Employees' Provident Fund organization,
Syb-Regional Office, PB No.117,
_¥ort Building, VK Complex, -
— " Fort Road, Kannur-670 001.




11.Raghunanda Alavandikar, EO/AAO,
Qffice of the Asst.
Provident Fund Commissioner,
‘Madina Complex., Main Road,
Gulbarga~585 102.

12 .Prabhavati Joshi, EQO/AAQ,
0/o0 the Regional Prov1dent Fund-

CommlsSloner,‘ -
No.13, Rajaram Mohan Roy- Road,
Bangalore-25. .

13.Prabhakar Jadagoudar, EO/AAQ,
Employees' Provident Fund organization,
SLV Towers, Ratnagiri Main Reoad,
Bellary District,
Bellary-583 101. Respondents

(By Advocate Shri H.K.S. Holla ..,
Counsel for respondents 2 and 3)

ORDER

"Smt. K.N.K. Karthiavani, Member (A):

1. The applicants in this OA are working as

Enforcement Officers (EQ) /Assistant Accounts Cfficer

(RAO) in the co¢ffice of Regional Provident Fund
Commissioner {(Respondent No.3). They were promoted as
EO/AAO~during 1990-91 and  1991-92:om ad hoc basis. They

had approached this Tribunal in O.A.No.227 and 254 to

257/02 with a prayer that they should be declared as

regulérized in ,thb post of EO/ARRO from the date of

ilability of v%canc1es during 1990 91 and 1991-92

with all conseguential benefits arising upon

of their names in the saild list for the year

1990-8%/ and 1991-92. This Tribunal had passed an order
//6.9.2003 directing the respondents to take

_of from 2.42.2000 as stated in the order dated
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appropriate decision in accordance with law with regard‘i

¥

to placement of thé'aﬁﬁiicants in éhe Senidrity list of
regular EO/AAD against the wvacancies of the relevant
years 1i.e., 19%0-91 and 1991—92. The respondents had
bassed an order dated 19:6;2004 (impugned order at

{rT

Annexprehgrlp)g}v}pg_lo reasons for not regularizing- the
applicants in EO/ARO cadre during 1990-91 and 1991-82.
Instead, it was mentioned in the impugned 6fder'that the

seniority of the applicants will be fixed based on the

date DPC which had recommended them fit'for-promotion as .

EO/AAC on regular basis. Resultantfy~the”applicanfg‘
names did not figure in the‘ seniority list->as‘ on
31.3.1998 and further updated lists. The applicants
have, therefore, prayed for quashing the impugned order
at Annexure A-10 and to issue direction to the
respondents to declare the applicants as deemed to have
been regularly appoeinted in the post of EO/ARQC ffom the
date of availability of vacancies during_1990-91 and
1991-92 instead from 2;2.2000 as stated in the Office

Order dated 18.8.2000 (Annexure A-4).The 10 points

raised in the impugned order are contested by the o

plicants in th% present OA mainly depending on the

S \;\ % . ‘ :
Qﬂ ”¥§ECT " RECRUITS CLRSS‘II ENGINEERING OFFICERS!

L

b3
ASSOGEHTION AND OTHERS V. STATE OF MAHARASHTRA reported
in ATH 1990 1607 and AIR 1986 SC 638 NARENDRA CHADHA V.

A/
UN/I N OF INDIA.

-




2. In their reply, thé respondents 1 to 3 have
conceded that the five applicants have been promoted on
ad hoc”baéiSf:hi'ihé“year'l99r to meet administrative
exigencies. However, they could be regularized only
with effeét from the date of DPC which met on 2.2.2000
and considered their regularization after arriving at
year-wise vacancies in thé previous years. The delay in
holding the DPC is attributed to the finalization of
Séniﬁrity list ‘of UDCs and Section Supervisors(SS)
because of various OAs filed in the Tribunals. Aé the
initial promotion of the officiais en ad hoc -basis was
done de‘hois r;ies, the officials became eligible only
from the .date on which they were found fit'fqr promotion
by the DPC. Though the vacancies were available in the
years 1990-91 and'1§91—92, the applicants canncot have a
vested right to these posts until their immediate
jﬁniors were promoted. In the reply, the respondents

have further stated that the DPC by its minutes dated

#14:6+2003 found the applicants eligible for reqular

promotion against the year noted against their names as

below:
{1)Shri N.K-Ranganathan 1991-92
(2)S%t. B.Prema,; Javadev : 1993-94
YArN3) Shri Syed Saddath Ahmed 1993-94
eNshri B.srinivas 1994-95
%, ®50\§hri B.Govardhan 1993-94
Ay _

The' re ndents have admitted~that “the applicants were

that they have been regularized against the

4N~ the cadre of EO/ARO will be fixed at the appropriate

J
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time.” We further quote from the reply: “The placemenﬁvu

of the applicants in;theuseniorityalist,in_the cadre:rof

Section Supervisors has undergone -change .due to. the . -

reason that 4 senior officials have -become 'eligible"'-for
consi_deration_ for regular promotion to  the  vacancies
have been recémmended- in the _su.bsequent_‘ proceedings
da£ed 11.12.2001. This has necéssitated review of the
proceedings which led to‘ the issuan_ce of regular
appointment of officers against the vacancies of years
1990-91 to 1998-92 recommended vide proceedings dated

2.,2.2000. Thus, the applicants were found to be

eligible for promotion only against the vacancies for

the year noted against their names as stated in pa,ra'tl-

(i) above.” The respondents have further submitted that

the fixation of the seniority of the applicants is

governed by EPF Staff (Seniority) Regulations, 1989
published in the Gazette of India, Part-III, Section-4
on 9.12.1989. The seniority‘ placement _allowed to the

applicants is strictly according to Rule 4 of the EPF

Staff (Seniority), Regulation, 1989. It is further.
l * .

L

LT msybmitted by the srespondents that “the applicants have
. "“.*l. ~, . .

.7\

T -

)
1{‘ extended the\benefit of promoting them on ad hoc

P

against the Examination and Direct Recruitment

the¢ post of EO/AAO on long term regular basis.” The

respondents have relied upon the decision in STATE OF

%

S

W,




N

-

HARYANA V. HARYANA VETERINARY RAHTS AND ANOTHER [2000 (8)
SCC 4] in which the Hon'ble Apex Court had held that the
servicé rendered on ad hoc basis made de hors rules,
although continued'without interruption and followed by

regulap,appqintmgntmcannot be included for computation

of seniority. Another case law that has been relied .

upon by the respondents is “MOHAN KBARAN V. STATE OF UP

AND ANOTHER (1988)3 SCC 444 where the Apex Court had

held that seniority had to be determined with reference

to prescribed seniorify rules.” It is the contention of
the respondents that the decision of this Tribunal in

the casgse of K. Ramachandran and 2 . others in O.A.No.193

and 237 to 238/02 is not applicable to the facts of the

present case. While making the submission the
respondents have also admitted that “all the EOs/AAOs
who were holding the post offEO/AAO.on ad hoc basis as
foni3,3.1990 are deemed to have been regularized w.e.f
3.3.1990 ie., the date on which recruitment rules came

into force.” (emphasis supplied) As the applicants were

promoted after .the recruitment rules for EO/AAQ came

_into force they  cannot claim the  benefit of °

. f , . .
T ireqularization of ad hoc promotion under the said clause

i

f_ﬁé%ﬁl as appliCablF to such of those officers who were

e ! ’d-..‘\ ¥ .
hoEdiﬁﬁ\ghe post of EO/RRQ as on 3.3.1990.
’ vy

3. 5 Thé applicants have filed M.A.No.B7/05 adding the

namégfof 10 private respondents to the OA. Though notice

was served on the private respondents, no

Wi
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reply/objections haVe.Qggn filed byathgm; They have not
appeared in person oOr through a lawyer.
4. In thé:rejoinder to .the reply, the applicants have

further asserted that the promotions made during 1890-81

ot

and 1991-92 were against.clear vdcaddiéggﬁhiEH arose in

those years as is clear from the office order dated
18.8.2000 (Annexure A-4). In fact Annexure A-4

indicates that the applicants are apgéinted on _reqular

basis as against the vacancies of the said vears i.e.,

1990-91 and 1991-92. The-proposition put forth by the

respondents that regularization will come into effect
only from the date on which DPC recommends and not from

the date of. initial promotion on ad hoc basis dehors the

rules is wholly misconceived and without authority of

law, as the said proposition is not supported by any .

rules or authoritative judicial pronouncements. It is

an admitted fact that the DPC met on 2.2.2000 and

considered the applicants for regularization taking into’

account the year-wise vacancies of the previous years on

the basis of of {existence of vacancies.  Thus it ig

H

ﬁﬂN&E;ga; that pfomotﬁonal vacancies against 50% seniority

.09 \ . \
qdbf%:\were availgble during the said years. The

respormMénts cannot now contend that seniority can be
B wod . .

grantédf only from 2.2.2000 in view of the Hon'ble

Suprgﬁ@ Court decision 1in the ¢ase of DIRECT RECRUITGS
-

CﬁﬂSS"II ENGINEERING OFEICERS' AS50CIATION supra. . The

propositidn that regularization will' be effected from
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the date of recommendatioﬁ of the DPC runs counter to
the aforesaid decision. Thé applicants assert that
their case squarely comes within the clause (B} in para
44 -of the judgment of the Apex‘éourt”in the above case,
quoted as below: |
TTN(BYIf TtHé ifitial appointmenf is n6t made by
following the procedure laid down by the rules but
the appointee continued in the post uninterruptedly
till fhe‘ regularization of  his service in
accordance‘ with the rules, thé pericd of
officiating service will be.éounted.” -
‘Only' vacancies ‘falling on or after 3.3.1990, the date of
coming into force of the recruitment rules' are required
to be calculated and apportioned among the three
streams, as all éppointments made to the cadre of EO/ARQ
upto 3.3.1990 are deemed to have been regularized
i?respective of availability of vacancies in the cadre

as on 3.3.1990 as per the Gazette Notification dated

'14.9.1991 (Annexure A-11). It is further submitted that

~as the recruitment rules 1990 are held prospective in

nature from 3.3.1%90 and vacancies arising on or after

. gk\uota, vacancies to the extent of 50% are available
:\h N \

_oh tBM basis of seniority from 3.3.1990. If that is so

—
=)
L

)98  (Annexure A-3), does. not contain -a single

officer belonging to 50% senlority quota and having the

names of officers appointed either from examination or

the said date onIy;are required to be apportioned as per.

Suli® }

“FHct that the list of FEO/AAO prepared as on.

0y
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direct recruitment quota from 15.7.2002 is not
understandable. , The subsequent action of the
, issuing the 'drder . dated 18.8.2000

(Annexure A-4) promoting the applicants against. the

respondents in

vacancies belonging to 1990-91 and 1991—92 clearly
establishes . that' the agplicants‘ are” éntitléd ‘to ‘be
placed in the' seniority list'befween 4.3.1990 and. July
1992. The decisionsof the Apex Court mentioned in the
reply statement have no application to the case on hand
as the respondents have admitted that the recruitment
rules of EO/ARO were not in existence before 3.3.1990.
Therefore, taking into account the vacancies that
existed prior to 3.3.1990 for applying 'the provisions of
this rule is curious; The-.decision aéf K.Ramachandran
and others of this Tribunal .is relevant to the extent
that the recruitment rules of 1990 which came into- force
from 2.3.1990 is only . prospective inAwhature and
vacancies arising on or after the said date are alone
liable for 'classificatién as per quota prescribed.
therein.
i
5. On 23.6. 200§ the respondents .have filed a memo
-MénE}Q31ng a senlorlty list prepared by them in which the

appch nts are said to have been given seniority from

Y _ -
the daiq of occurrence of the vacancies. It was prayed
tﬁaf bwé CA has becomr iniructuous and may be dismissed.
*/
o

"“~-—%7" The applicants have filed a further reply objecting
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to the memo pointing Qut,‘_that the applicants except V.

Srinivas are included in the 1list preparéd_ as 6n‘
31.3.1998, giving: them . seniority  from -the Fyeaf”f1995
onwards and -not from the year of occurrence of vacancy
as prayed for by them which happened to be in the year
1991—92 the appl;cant v Srinivas “Who ‘e1ains seniority
from 1991-92 is totally excluded from tﬁe list. The
appliéants have prayed that the memo should, therefore,
be rejected and the OA should be posted for hearing. We

agreed to this proposal.

7. When the case came up for hearing on 8.11.2005 the
applicants had requested for a copy of the proceedinés
of the DPC dated 14.6.2003, The same was produced by

the respondehts by filing memo dated 18.11.2005.

G . We have heard tnhe learned counsei from elther side
and perused the pleadings.

9. Though there is a mention of the DPC of 2.2.2000 in

the reply statement, Annexure A-4 does not mention thatr

-

.;‘f_..'?‘{\ A : . )
the Aypplicants in the cadre’ of EQ/ARO from 2.2.2000 is
K i .
S ‘

basecg n any DPC proceedings. In fact, the authority
' =

thg?h is Head Office letter No.HRM-II/53(4)
“\ '/ - .
9K/ Reg. /40616 dared 14.8.2000. Again in the reply

. —€Tatement there is a mention of the subsequent - DPC

proceedings dated 11.12.2001 and the minutes of the same

Eead

‘ f%ﬁﬁ\order dated ,18.8.2000 giving regular promotion. to.. .

AT
b gyt g
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~also have not been produced along with the reply
statement. By their admissions about availability of
vacancies durlng 1990-91 and -1991-92 for promotional
quota the averment made in the reply statement that the

applicants have been extended the benefit of promoting

HINRyl

rdtiemregnivade=hoc “basis adgainst direct crecruitment and

examination quota vacancies is proved wrong. We agree

with tﬁe applicants' submission in the rejoinder, that
the Hon'ble Supreme Court's verdict in the case of State
of Haryana supra. Laying down that “certain years of
regular service was neCessary for placing the Engineers
in Selection Grade of the pay scale is not applicable to

+ this case.” The base before us is only with respect to
'thé*seniority,vis a-ﬁis officers -subsequently appointed
against diréct recruitment quota examination quota. The
Hon'ble Supreme Court's decision in Direct Recruits

Lng¢ueera Association case has a direct application to

{i
{
3
(
4

the present case. Though the case of Mchan Karan has
‘been_quoted in the reply, we could not trace any such

decision by thé Hon'ble Supreme Court. It is

interesting and also very relevant to note that tﬁex

5pondentb have themselves admitted in their reply that

Tl

all Ehe EQ/ARO who ‘were holding the post of EQ/ARQ on ad

hoce 5é§@s "as on 3.3.1990 are deemed to have been

l \

nmmlarizgo on 3.32.1990 i.e., the date on which the

JJ
‘1

recrult?ent rules came into force. in fact this witl
/ - ) : : by el - T _—.- I TR . e
resuly in the very same reliefl that Uhe applilcants are
2

-

praving for as will be discussed below in paragraph 12




below.

10. Agreeing partly with the rejoinder of the
applicants we find the wording of Annexure A-4 is

ambiguous inasmuch as 1t states that the “competent

'hféﬁtﬁSEfE?“HéE”ﬁbpfdved the*appointment~0£@Lheﬁiol;pw;gg¢ 

EO/ARO on regular basis against the vacancies belonging

to 1990-91 and 1991-92 and in the same breath mention

that it will be with effect. from 2.2.2000. As per the
decision in Direct - Recruits' Engineers' case the
seniority also has to be assigned from 1990-91 and 1991-
92 as the case may be.

11. The submission of the respondents now brought out

in the memo dated 23.6.2005 that the OA may be dismissed

as infructuous is also incorrect. In Union of India vs,

Narender Singh [{2005)6 SCC 106} the Apex Ccurt has, in

) : . R
passing, explained the meaning of the word “infructuous

- —expression derived from the Latin word “fructuous”

(fruit) -  means ineffective, unproductive and
unfruitful. At the most, it could be said that the

: L 4 .
memo, has the effect of “Nolle Proseqin’”, as the
]

'abﬁligants have, henceforth, no “cause of action”. We

. ,y -‘,:\‘ \ .
agrg${@i$h the submission of the learned counsel for the
£y AN - .

applicaﬁ@é in the reply to the memo, that the view

entertaifigd by the vyespondents in the memo is wholly
;’2;};’

incorrveck.

Pl

Y P

7
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12. During the hearing, the learned counsel for thgw

applicants had produced a decisidon of the Principal

Bench oI this Tribunal dated 14.3.2001 involving the

Central Provident Fund Commissioner - and Regional .

Provident Fund Commissioner, New Delhi,'wherein.if is
clearly lald down that P:fﬁe recruitment -rules -of
EG/AAD came 1nto effect only from 3.3.1990 “the persons
who were already holding the post either by
redesignation or by promotion on earlier dates cannot be
‘described as constituting the promotion quota.
Promotions ofA departmental examination and direct
recruitment quotas could have been worked out only with
reference to vacancies arising after the recruitment

rules ...". Relying on this principle the learned

counsel for the applicants submitted that the DPC . held

on 14.6.2003 has erred inasmuch &s it has placed

K.Ramachandra, Satish Premanand and A.K. Mithrananda

against the vacancies of 1990-91. The three persons

mentioned above are the applicants in O.A.No.193, 237
and 238/02 and in the decision rendered on 26.6.2003

1 . :
this Tribunal had.directed the respondents to treat the .

l“ . . .
. —===-above applicants jas regularly appointed EO/RA0 with
. AR = 7.\ v

S efﬁ§%§ from 3.3.1990 against supernumereiy posts .and
&‘ }

give' n em all Conaequenflal benefits. That being the

|
i

case p}dclnq them aagain against the vacancies delnq__-

1990- LBGI (from 1.4.1990 to 31.3.1991) was not in
/ .
P

accordance with the directions of this Tribunal. The

respondents have to adjust the three applicants in the
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above QA against supernumerary posts and the resultant

vacancies of 1990-91 and subsequent years are to be

. thrown open to persons from Shri N.R.Seshagiri mentioned

at S1.No.4 - (Seniority No.98) in DPC minutes of

14.6.2003. Obvicusly the position of the applicants

also -will mové up in the seniority list.

'13. The respondents are, therefore, directed to recast

the seniority of officers mentioned in the DPC

proceedings of 14.6.2003 assigning them appropriate

- seniority as per the availability of vacancies as

reflected in the above mentioned DPC minutes. To

L}

illustrate the matter, against the 7 vacancies of 1990-

91 officials from Sri N.R. Seshagiri to Govindappa will'

be shown [assigning'appropriate place to Sri S.Rachaiah
(SC)1, Sri N.K. Ranganathan will move to SITNo.l in the
1991-92 list and so on. The DPC having found them fit
for promotion there is no need to convene any Review DPC
and the cqmpeﬁent authority-can 1issue necessary orders

(

assigning apprqpriate seniority for the applicants among

“Sther officialsimentioned in the 1list prepared by the

DPC - ‘an
" ‘j\.."\\
Al

withi%q? period of one month from the date of receipt of

14.6.20&3. This exercise shall be completed
?

-

: il ‘
a copy:'of this order.
I
b _.':."

o .‘:)‘_,

_JiAt it was submitted by the learned counsel! faor the

applicants ‘ﬁhat the applicant at S1.No.l, &ri N.K.

Ranganathan has since been promoted'to the nexl higher

A
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post and the applicants at Sl.No,3 and 5, Sri S.S. Ahmed o

and Sri B.Govardhana fespectively, have retired on

superannuation. Irrespective of this fact, the
appl}¢§pﬁﬁa_;g ;Qynd suitable by_the appfopriate DPC,
for promotion to the next higher post with effect from
certain dates, as per their seniority in 1list prepéred
in accordance with the directibns in paral 13 above,
shall be deemed to have been promoted to the said higher
post from such dates. While they will géE tﬁé benefit

of pay fixation from the “deemed date of prombtion”, and

consequential increments, the higher pay and. arrears, if ¢

any, will be drawn only from the date of assuming chafgé
in the higher post. If any of the applicants is found
eligible for suéh “deemed promotion” as above, the same
should be granted within four months from the date of
receipt of a copy of this order.

15.The OA is disposed of 1in terms of the above

directions. There will be no order as to costs.

MEMBER (J)
wm’ﬁh

TRUE corY
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\_@“\“{“- \/ q\j\bu
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