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Applicant has filed this OA as he has 

grievance about denial of promotion to the giade cf 

Senior Time Scale in IFS Group -A and thereby grant of 

consequential reduced pensionary benefits. 

2. 	The facts in brief, as alleged by the 

applicant 	are that the appi icarit was working as I Clar 

irt the Department of Telecom w.e.f. 	16.. 1961 and there 

after he was promoted to IES Group-B w.e.f. 	31. 5. 193., 

that on 26.4.2001, department had released a list showing 

names of eligible SUES for promotion to 513 of IT 

Group-A in local arrangements and the names of the 

applicant fi.gures at S. No.61 un the said list. 



	

3, 	it is further stated that on 31.10.2001 	
/ 

respondent No.2 issued orders sanctioni.ng/retaifliI)g  tota: 

10 	posts in the grade of S IS GroupA as per copy of the 

sanction order dated 31 10.2001 Anexure -1. 

	

4. 	The applicant further submits that on 

s,iI.Z00I the department had promoted 14 SUEs to 515 of 

ITS Group-A on local officiating basis leaving 4 posts 

unfilled. 	Had respondent No.2 filled up these 

remaining posts 	applicant would have been definitely 

promoted. 	A representation was made agai.nst this but nc 

reply was received. 

	

5, 	it is further submitted that after more 

than a year from the date of convening of the aforesaid 

EWC pursuant to which promotion was made on 3.11.2001 

which 	was 	issued vide 	letter 	dated 	
Z3. 1 Z. ZOO ft 

Confidential Report Cell of respondent No.2 reminded 

General Manager (W-II.) to sent ACRs ofthe appli&it 

stcice convening of OPC was being unnecessarily delayed. 

When the applicant learnt that his ACRs are being called 

aqain when the same were available with the officer 

responsible for convening DPC it was clarified to IMM 

that due to some oversight his ACRS were asked for but 

actually the same were available with the responden ts. 

6. A fresh DPC was convened on 31.12.ZOOI but 

the applicafltS name was not considered. The apptiort 

also :;,uperannuated on 31. 12.2001 
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? 	It is further stated that respondenton 

3.1.2002 promoted 5 Additional SDES to ST S of ITS Gr.oup-A 

in which the juniors to the applicant have also been 

promoted but applicant was denied the benefit of 

promotion on the plea that he had already superannuated. 

8. 	Thus it is submitted that the action of 

the respondent in not considerina the name of the 

applicant though he was well within the zone of 

consideration and was on the rolls as on 3.11.2001 and 

31 . 12.2001 is illegal, - arbitrary arid 	discriminatory 

and the inaction on the nart of the respondents has 

resulted into reduction of status and pecuniary less 

inasmuch as the applicant has been granted reduced 

pensionary benefits life Dension, gratuity etc. 

it is further submitted that applicant did 

not 	fall in the category of persons to be excluded 	frrt 

being 	considered for promotion as those who are away 	on 

deputation 	under suspens.ion or against whom 	departmeritia 

or 	criminal 	proceedings are pending so he could not have 

been ignored. 

it is further submitted that in a similar 

case one Shri S.N. 	Narida, SDE (W-i) who was tc 

sunerannuate on 28,2.2000 was promoted for one day on 

W. 2. 2000 itself and he relinquished charge of the 

promoted post on the same day in the afternoon and he got 

the benefit of the enhanced retiral benefits whereas 

applicant has been discriminated. 



	

I 1. 	Respondents have filad their written 

submission contesting the GA. The respondents pleaded 

that the applicant has no riaht to file the GA as the 

same is totally misconceived 	and ur tenable as thL 

promotions which have been made is purely on local 

officiating basis and the same would not confer any right 

on the applicant for being considered and promoted on the 

said post and there are no al].egation of malE't 	fijec. 

whatsoever against the members of the GPO and ir the 

absence of the same the Tribunal would, not iie o 

intervene. 

	

12. 	As regards the non-promotion of the 

applicant it is submitted that in the absence of any 

allegations that persons junior to the applicant have 

been promoted on local officiating basis on 3. 1 1 

thee same cannot be challenged. 

	

13 	With regard to the holding of the ffPC 

neeting on 31 12.2002 it is submitted that on the •basis 

of•the recommendations given by the (JPC an order 	datec. 

8.,, ZUO2 was issued whereby some SUEs were promoted in 

the Grade of STS of the 115 Group-A. 

14. 	it is fur ther submitted that the name of 

pplicant did not figure for the reason th.t he. 

y stood retired on attaining the age of 

nnuatiofl on 31. 12. 2002. 	Merely because a L)PC uat 

a date of retirement of the applicant on 31.12.2002 

not 	g i v e. any right to the applicant to seek a. 

ion in the grade of STS of Group-A. 

V 
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As regards the promotion given to Shri 

Nanda is concerned it is submitted that the applicant 

cannot claim any parity with that of the case of Shri 

Nanda as the facts in the case of Shri. Nanda are totaU.. 

different than the case of the applicant so it cannot be 

said that the applicant has been discriminated. 

We have heard the learned counsel for the 

parties and gone through the records of the case. 

11. The only short issue whic requires to be h  

resolved in this case is if the vacancies were availabite 

why promotion could not be made only because the IJPC 

could not meet and whether the applicant has a right, to 

he promoted from an earlier date when UPC had met on 

si  • 1 2. 2001 was also supposed to recommend this persons 

was to retire on the same date. 

19. 	The learned counsel for the applicant 

submi tted that it is because of the inaction on the part 

of the respondents the applicant has been denied the. 

pecuniary benefits and had the respondents taken action 

well in time to convene the DPC then the applicant wo).d 

have been promoted e'en on .11.2001 and he would not 

have been deprived of pecuniary benefits and would KIDt 

have pot reduced pension. 

2(L In our view this contention fo tile 

learned counsel for the applicant has no merits becease' 

the respondents had taken steps to convene the OPO and 

whatever the OPC had recommended promotions were rcde 

accor dingly though there was a slight delay on the part 

MO, 
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of the respondents as they had been unnecessarily 

recalling ACR s whereas the same were avai. lable with the 

respondents but it goes to show that the same was due to 

oversiaht and that does not give a right to the app]. icani 

to be granted promotion before the DPC met for 

considering, the case for promotion and in this particulair  

case the promotions were made on bcel officiating basis 

so the promotions could not be given effect to fom 

retrosoective effect 

ZL 	Even otherwise as per the guidelines for 

holding of DPC the promotions had to be prospective ol 

'1 

 
and since on the date of meeting of the DPC applicant was 

to superannuate, on the same day so the DPC could not have 

recommended his name because recommendations had to be 

accepted by the appointing authority subsequently and 

only thereafter promotion could take effect and in his 

case the promotions took effect on L1.ZOO? when the 

order was issued after the recommendations of the UPC 

had been accepted by the appropriate authority so the 

same cannot be challeioed. 

2z. in view of the above OA is bereft of, any 

merit and the same is dismissed. 

( KU DIP S4NGH 
MEMBER (A) 	 'MEMBE.R'( Jul11 

/Rakos.h 


