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ORDER(oral)
By Reddy, J. -

Tne Oa is filed seek 1 ng a direction to flo i o a reviev/

Dpc for inclusion of applicant's name in the selection

list for the year 19 9 o a n o g r a n t him due

the post of Deputy 8ecrstary. The

grade select

promo c1 on

applicant filed OA No.3032/992 wherein he had sought to

Quash the OM dated 9.11.92 centalning 1991 sslect 1ist

ot Centra! Secretariac Selection Grade I r-.-T-p ̂
rI 1cers

considered fit for appointment to the selection grade of

CSS as Deputy Secretary to the Government of India. The

applicant raised the ground in that OA that his ACRs

were not properly assessed by the DPC, hence he was not

considered fit for inclusion of his narne 1 n th? s e1ect

list of 1991. The Tribunal considered the points raised

by the applicant and found that he had only a grading of

QC'OQ QUi" i iig the re ievanc period and hence ne

r1gh11y not pronioted. However as the counse1 for

applleant men11oned dur1ng the hear i ng of the
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some orders have been passed to che efrecc otcit a. levi^w

DPC should be set up to consider applicant's promotion

as Deputy Secretary in the next year, the Tribunal

observed that it was open to the applicant to agitate

the same through appropriate original proceedings in

accordance with law, if so. advised. The OA was

accordingly dismissed by order dated 29.1.98.

2. In the present OA the grievance of the applicant is

that the proposed review DPC was not held to consider

his case for inclusion in the select list of 19So.

3. V</e have anxiously considered the applicant's

contentions and the arguments of Shri P.H . Rarnchandam ,

learned courisel for the respondents. Shri Rarnchandani

submits that the case of the applicant has been reviewed

to be included in the selecc list tot" 1 993 on oi .o.S'O by

a  duly constituted DPC but he was not found suitable.

vVe have perused tne nnnuL-es of. che DPo ne id on o1 .o. 1 yu5

'wherein it is clear that the applicant's name lias been

considered for the year 1993 select list and as he had

only 'good' grading and not 'very good' grading, he was

found to be no'c. suitacle.

4. Learnec counsel i or the T'esponoents i urther suom i cs

that after the DPC held in 1992, no further DPC was held

till 31.8.95. This DPC considered applicant's case but

he was not found suitable. In view of the above, the

Quescion ot holding a TUf'cher DPC for inclusion of the

name of the applicant in the 1993 select list will not

ari se.



5. The applicant however submits that as he was

retiring on 31.3.95, Secretary, Ministry or Sc-eel wrottd

a  DO letter dated 11.3.96 that his case may be

considered for inclusion in the select list. Since the

case of the applicant was already considered by the DPC

held on 31 .8.95 before his reti remenL, i of inclus-ion wi

his name in the 1993 select list, the question , of

further -review of the applicant's name for the select

■ 11-st of 1 993 does not arise.

5. Applleant submits, when we were about lo ciose che

judgement, that he would rely upon certain decisions of

the Supreme Court and also of this Tribunal in support

of the contention that even an employes having 'good'

grading is entitled for inclusion in the select list.

The applicant however has not cited or produced any such

judgements. before us. The applicant submits that he

would ask his counsel to give case law at a later date;

we find the applicant himself has been arguing his case

from the beginning. It i-s seen from the records that he

has not engaged any counsel in this case. That apart,

the val 1 d 1 ty of tlie DPC asses-sfrienc fnade on ol .o.9.o ib

not under challenge in tins case. Hence, we do no find

any justification to adjourn the case after trie

Judgement was uiccaGeo.

7. i he OA, 1 s therefore devoi d ot rier i ts and i s

accorcj 1 ng 1 y c i .srni s-sed. rio cos us .

(Srnt. Shanta S has try) (V. Ra,jagopaia Reedy)
Member(A) 71ce~Cha1rmanJ)
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