
IN THE HIGH COURT OF JUDICATURE AT PATNA
Civil Writ Jurisdiction Case No.10044 of 2017

======================================================
Ran Vijay Prasad, S/o Late Basant Ram, Resident of Village- Kalyan Bigha,
P.S.- Harnaut, District- Nalanda.

...  ...  Petitioner/s
Versus

1. The  State  of  Bihar  through  Secretary,  Department  of  Water  Resources,
Government of Bihar, Patna.

2. Secretary, Department of Water Resources, Government of Bihar, Patna.
3. Director, Department of Water Resources, Government of Bihar, Patna.
4. Chief Engineer, Department of Water Resources, Anisabad, Patna.
5. Executive Engineer, Department of Water Resources, Nalanda at Biharsharif.

...  ...  Respondent/s
======================================================
Appearance :
For the Petitioner/s :  Mr. Pramod Kumar Singh
For the Respondent/s :  Mr. Harish Kumar-Gp8
======================================================
CORAM: HONOURABLE MR. JUSTICE MOHIT KUMAR SHAH

ORAL ORDER

2 16-04-2018  The only issue raised in the present writ petition is

that  the  case  of  the  petitioner  herein  is  same  as  that  of  one

Surendra  Singh,  hence,  the  petitioner  ought  to  have  been

granted the benefit of second A.C.P as has been granted to the

said Surendra Singh.

The learned counsel for the Respondents disputes the

position and submits that though the said Surendra Singh was

absorbed  on  18.12.1993  in  the  regular  establishment,  the

petitioner herein was absorbed only on 27.05.2002, hence, the

case  of  the said  Surendra Singh is  different  from that  of  the

petitioner  herein.  It  has  further  been  stated  that  by  an  order

dated 14.01.2013, the case of the petitioner has been rejected as
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far as the grant of the benefits of second A.C.P. is concerned and

the  said  order  which  has  been  passed  by  the  Screening

Committee has not been challenged till date.

In view of the aforesaid, I do not find any merit in the

present writ petition, however, if so advised, the petitioner may

challenge the aforesaid order dated 14.01.2013 passed by the

Screening Committee.

The  writ  petition  is  dismissed  with  the  aforesaid

liberty. 
  

ajay gupta/-
(Mohit Kumar Shah, J)
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