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d. That moreover, the Respondent/ Original Applicant herein even applied against
the 65th Combined Competitive Examination issued by the BPS having the",,,,

same recruitment/selection process as indicated above and ide result dated
0710.2021 has even been selected for the post of Rural Development Officer.Â
Now,Â",,,,



onÂ bare perusal of the aforesaid RTI reply, the said post despite being in level-7 has
been categorized as a Gazetted post.",,,,

e. Â That keeping in the view the above, the Respondent/ Original Applicant hereinÂ
would like to mention that the selected post,Â i.e. Supply Inspector uponÂ",,,,

whichÂ 0.11Â No. 2716/2021Â Â was judiciously adjudicatedÂ andÂ theÂ postÂ
uponÂ Â whichÂ theÂ Respondent/Â Original Applicant has been,,,,

subsequently selected against 65th advertisement, both of such posts carries level 7
pay scale, being a Group 'B' post however, only the latter has been",,,,

specifically mentioned as Gazetted whereas in the former there is no
categorization.Â Â That being the position, one cannot draw a fictitious distinction
between",,,,

a Gazetted or a non-Gazetted post but rather it depends upon the pay level that
deserves to be a criteria for categorization of posts in such scenario.,,,,

FromÂ theÂ aforesaid,Â itÂ isÂ clear thatÂ inÂ theÂ advertisementÂ nowhereÂ wasÂ
it mentioned that theÂ post advertisedÂ was aÂ",,,,

Group A GazettedÂ post or non-gazetted post. It was only indicated that the post of
Supply Inspector in the Consumer Food and Department carried,,,,

the pay scale in Level-7 as per the 7th CPC i.e. the pay scale of Rs.9300-34800 with a
Grade Pay of Rs.4600 in Pay Band II. The respondent Sgt,,,,

Kuldeep Kumar Vibhuti has also brought on record the informationÂ received by
himÂ under the Right to Information Act vide Annexure R3 and,,,,

other documents available at page 43, wherein it is seen that the Bihar PSC has
classified the post in various categories. At SI. No. 1, the post of",,,,

Police Deputy Superintendent in Bihar Police Service has been classified as a
Gazetted post. Similarly, at SI. No. 13 of this document, the post of",,,,

Supply Inspector has been classified in Level 7. Likewise, in SI. No. 14,Â theÂ post
ofÂ LabourÂ RehabilitationÂ OfficerÂ isÂ classifiedÂ",,,,

inÂ Level 7, whereas at SI.Â No. 10,Â theÂ post of AdditionalÂ District Transport
OfficerÂ is classified as a Gazetted post and in bracket it is",,,,

mentioned that it is a Level 7 post. Similarly, at SI. No. 11, the post of City Executive
Officer is classified as a Gazetted post in Level 7 and at SI. No.",,,,

12, the post of Rural Development Officer is also classified as a Gazetted post in
Level 7. That being so, it is clear fromÂ AnnexureÂ R2Â",,,,

issuedÂ byÂ the competent authorityÂ under theÂ Right to Information Act on
14.02.2022 that the competitive examination for selection was held,,,,



for various posts and that the posts are classified as Gazetted/non-Gazetted with a
particular pay level or pay band. Similarly, in Annexure R2 at page",,,,

46 filed by the respondent herein, Sgt Ku!deep Kumar Vibhuti, which is a translated
version of Annexure R2, the post of Supply Inspector is shown in",,,,

Level 7,Â whereasÂ theÂ postÂ ofÂ RuralÂ DevelopmentÂ OfficerÂ isÂ shownÂ asÂ a
Gazetted post in Level 7. It is, therefore, clear that",,,,

the post for which the applicant was selected viz. Supply Inspector was a
non-Gazetted post in Level 7 and he had sought NOC for joining on that,,,,

post.,,,,

6. The statutory order governing grant of NOC to join public sector undertaking or
Government Department i.e. AFO No.33 of 2017 lays down,,,,

eligibility criteria under Clause 6 and as per this criterion, Airmen are eligible to
apply for civil posts/services with prior permission from the competent",,,,

Air Force authority and in the categories for which they can be appointed, it is
clearlyÂ stipulatedÂ thatÂ theyÂ areÂ eligibleÂ toÂ seekÂ",,,,

NOCÂ forÂ appointmentÂ to Category I posts i.e. Group Al or Group B2 Gazetted
posts through UPSC and State PSC.,,,,

7. On going through the originalÂ records of the case i.e. 0.A No.2716 of 2021,Â we
find that inÂ ParaÂ 2 of the counter affidavit filedÂ by the",,,,

respondents,Â it hasÂ beenÂ clearly stated that the applicant in the 0.AÂ Â Â Sgt
Kuldeep Kumar Vibhuti,Â inÂ blatant disregard to the Rules",,,,

andÂ Regulations, appeared for the interview and managed to get selected for a
Group B post carrying the pay scale of Rs.44900-142400, a Pay",,,,

Level 7 post, through the Bihar PSC, which is not a Group B Gazetted post and,
therefore, rightly the NOC wasÂ deniedÂ toÂ him.Â ThereÂ",,,,

beingÂ aÂ specific averment inÂ theÂ counter affidavitÂ thatÂ AFOÂ Â No. 33Â Â of
2017Â Â clearlyÂ Â laysÂ downÂ Â theÂ,,,,

criteriaÂ Â and parameters under which NOC can be granted,Â in our considered
view, this Tribunal has committed an error which is apparent on",,,,

the face of record in givingÂ directionÂ toÂ issueÂ NOCÂ toÂ theÂ respondentÂ
herein,Â contraryÂ toÂ the mandate of AFO No. 33 of",,,,

2017.,,,,

8. WithÂ regardÂ toÂ theÂ presentÂ respondent,Â asÂ theÂ directionÂ was without
taking note of the averments made in the counter",,,,



affidavit filed by the respondents in the 0.A, so also the requirement of AFO No. 33
of 2017, an airman can be permitted to join only a Group B",,,,

Gazetted post and as the Â respondent was appointed as a Supply Inspector in Pay
Level 7, which is a non-Gazetted post, we are of the considered",,,,

view that the applicants herein are right in contending that there is an error
apparent on the face of the recordÂ whileÂ disposingÂ ofÂ theÂ,,,,

O.A.Â EvenÂ though,Â asÂ directedÂ byÂ us,Â the respondents had filed a detailed
counter affidavit and tried to indicate that based on the pay",,,,

scale, which is in Pay Level-7 his appointment should be approved,Â butÂ onceÂ
theÂ documentsÂ availableÂ onÂ recordÂ pertainingÂ to",,,,

the advertisement and the post in question clearly indicate that even if the post is in
Pay Level-7, once it is found to be a non-Gazetted post, the",,,,

requirement of AFO being not fulfilled, contrary to the requirement of the AFO, we
cannot issue any direction to grant NOC to the respondent herein.",,,,

9. BeforeÂ Â parting,Â Â weÂ Â mayÂ indicateÂ thatÂ duringÂ theÂ courseÂ of
hearing, Mr. Ankur Chhibber, learned counsel for the",,,,

respondent in the R.A invited our attention to a judgment of the Division Bench of
the Delhi High Court in the case of Bikram Singh v, Union of India",,,,

and others reported in (2011) SCC Online Delhi 2278 (Annexure R4) to contend that
when the pay band is identicalÂ and the pay level is also,,,,

same,Â NOC canÂ be granted. On going through the said decision, we find that it
pertains to seeking selection and appointment as Specialist",,,,

Officer-PIG-Scale 1 to various banks and that the issue of grantingÂ NOC contrary to
the AFO,Â particularly the post being categorised as aÂ",,,,

GazettedÂ orÂ Non-GazettedÂ post,Â didÂ not arise.Â There the question was with
regard to appointment to a post carrying a particular pay",,,,

scale Â Â andÂ Â theÂ Â issueÂ Â wasÂ Â decidedÂ Â inÂ Â theÂ Â backdropÂ ofÂ
theÂ factsÂ and circumstances of that case and,",,,,

therefore, cannot be applied to the facts and Â circumstances of theÂ present case
where thereÂ isÂ specific violationÂ of the requirement of",,,,

AFO No.33 of 2017.,,,,

10. Accordingly, there being an error apparent on the face of record, we allow the
R.A,Â recall the order passedÂ by us inÂ 0.A No. 2716 of 2021",,,,



dated 23.03.2022 so far as it relates to Sgt Kuldeep Kumar Vibhuti and hold that as
the respondent has been selected to a post which is not a Gazetted,,,,

post and as the NOC claimed by him is contrary to AFO No.33 of 2017, 0.A No. 2716
of 2021 is dismissed,",,,,

11. In view of the above finding, M.A No.Â 1000 of 2022, which has been filed for
execution of the order dated 23.03.2022 in 0.A No. 2716 of 2021,",,,,

is also dismissed as the reliefs granted in the said 0.A stand withdrawn and the 0.A
has been dismissed by this order.,,,,

12. Pending miscellaneous application(s), if any, stands closed.",,,,

Pronounced in open Court on this the 1st day of June, 202.",,,,
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