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CENTRAL AuMiNiSiKAiiVh IHIBUNAL, PKiNCiPAL BENCH

OA No.1 & / U/9 /
I

New Delhi, this 19 th day of April, 2000

Hon'ble Shri Justice v.Rajagopaia Keody, Vo(j)
Hon'ble Smt. Shanta Shastry, Member(A)

Phool Chand

Senior Computer,Dte. of Vvaterlony
Resources(Economical) Central Vyat.er Cominission
Sewa Bhavan, Room No.9
R.K.Puram, New Delhi-22 .. Applicant

(By Shri B.c.Baxena, Advocat,ej

versus

i . Becretary

Ministry of Water Resources
Shram Snakti Bhavan, New Delhi

2. Chairman
Central Water Commission
Sewa Bhavan, R.K.Puram, New Delhi .. Kespondents

(By Shri S.M.Arif, Advocate)

OkDer(era 1)
Hon'Die oiTiu. Bhanta Bhastry

Vj

1 he applicant, a Senior Computer, is aggrieved by

the order dated io.ij.9/, wnereoy he nas Peen inTormeo

that his claim that junior officers have been promoted

to the grade ot proTessionai AssistantvBj in che oentrai

Water Commission is neither correct nor justified.

2. 1 he applicant was initially appointed as peon on

7.8.6i. Later on he was appointed to the grade of

Junior computor w.e.f. iz.i./B ano was promoted as br.

Computer on ad hoc basis w.e.f. 1.7.78. He was

reverted to the post of Jr. Computer w.e.f. 16.8.78

and was repromoted w.e.f. from 31.8.79. Once again he

was reverted on 25.3.80 and promoted again on 26,3.82 on

ad hoc basis. He was regularised w.e.T. ki5.o.90. His

seniority in the grade of Sr. Computer was fixed from
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►: the date of his regular appointment in the grade of Sr.

Computor as per the seniority list, ot oTticers borne on

the cadre of Sr. Computor issued from time to time, the

last one being in 1993. Thereafter, revised integrated

seniority list of Sr. Computers borne on the cadre ot

Central Vvater Commission and its subordinate otfices was

issued on 31.5.94. whi le issuing pnis list, it was

stated that this was drawn in pursuance to the judgement

of the Central Administrative Tribunal in ua No.k:01u/90

decided on 3.5.93 filed by Raj oingh & urs. vs. Liui &

Ors. In this list it was further stated that the

seniority is subject to the ouuvvomc ot the judgement Oi

this Tribunal in OA No. 2590/90 filed by A.r, .Pai & Ors.

Vs. uOI and this was circulated to all concerned.

3. It is the grievance of the applicant that while he

was showri an o i .No. t> 1 in The ear i ier i ist ot 1 99o and

his juniors particularly 3mt. Neera Kakkar, Raj Singh

and Ram Singh etc. nave been shown at SI .No.62, 64 and

67 etc. In the revised list of 1994, the same juniors

have been shown at ui .No.93, 94 and 96 respectively but

\^/ the applicant has been shown at SI.No.139. Based on

L.his seniority i isT. his juniors were promoted in 19y(' to

the post of Prof. Asstt.(S) , whereas the applicant

being lower down in the seniority list was denied the

promotion along with his juniors. Applicant also claims

nhap he belongs to 3(j community.

4. The learned counsel for the respondents has raised

preliminary objection as to limitation. The revised

seniority list was finalised in 1994. Applicant has

Ti led tne present Oa on z. / .9/. He should nave

approached the Tribunal within a period of one year but
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nS has Tai iSu to do SO. hurthsi", appMCant hap

represented to the concerned authorities against his

exc i us1 on t rom the promotior^ , ii sl oniy on 1z.3 .9 / and he

was informed on 13.5.97 by the respondents. Applicant

has not challenged the seniority list but only his

non-promotion in 1997. Therefore it is clearly

estabi ishep tnat unis appl ication is beyono Lhe period

of limitation. Applicant submits that he had not

received the seniority list of 1994 to enable him to

challenge it at the appropriate time and therefore the

application is not barred by limitation.

5. However the respondents in their counter reply have

averred that copies of the revised seniority list were

circulated to all the concerned officers through their

Branch Officers/Chief Engineers/Superintending

Engineers/Executive Engineers as per endorsement of the

sen I ri uy i isu. i"L is not expected that phe seniori ty

list would be furnished individually to every officer.

We are satisfied that the seniority list was circulated

to all concerned and therefore we do not accept the plea

of the app I leant that he has not receiveci a copy of Phe

l ist. Hence this application deserves to be dismissed

on the ground of limitation itself.

6. Even on merits we find that the reply given by the

respondents vide communication dated 13.5.97 is

self-explanatory. It is seen that the applicant had

opted Tor uhe post of Prof. Asstt.(S). According to

the respondents none of the officers junior to the

appl icant in the grade of Sr. Computers have been

promoted to the grade of Prof. Asstt.(S). The claim

Lhac ne belongs to SO community cannot give him



promotion because there are 3 more ofricers belonging to

ov. community and they were also senior to the applicant

who have not been promoted. Further, we note that the

icvised seniority list of iy94 was as a result of the

judgement of this Tribunal in OA No.20i6/a0 which

directed t,o give one benefit of continuous officiation

of service to the applicants therein for the purpose of

seniority and eligibility for promotion to the next

higher grade with effect from the date of their

respecuive ad hoc promotion.

1§. I he applicant's juniors who were parties to the said

9ot the decision in their favour thus climbed

up tne ladder in the seniority above the applicant,

whereas the applicant was not a party to that OA.

Therefore, there is nothing arbitrary in the above

seniority list and it was clearly in pursuance of the

judgement of this iribunal, in view of this also, the

applicant has no case.

8. in the facts and circumstances of the case, the OA

is dismissed, we however do not order any costs.

(.brnt,. bnanta bhastry) (V.najagopala Reddy)
Member;. A; Vice-Ohai rman( J )
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