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1^-.

ORDER (ORAL)

Hon'ble Smt. Lakshini SwaiBinathan.M(J[)

The applicant has filed this application on

8.11.1994. Thereafter he has filed an amended

aoplication on 17.2.1995 in which he has orayed

that the entire record may be called and exaafned

and he may be promoted as Youth Office!' !for

sho-rt. YO) with effect from 10.9.1984 fixinci his

seniority at serial no.l in place Shri S.S, Kairi

With all consequential benefits. He has aJso

Drayed for quashing the seniority list: circiilated

by letter dated 23.5.1991 and 26,5.199n wit:i a

direction to the respondents to Prepare a fresh

seniority list placing him senior to

S.S.Kain and others as Youth Officer.

^ . None has apoeareo for the tapolicar.:t even

On the second call. iliis case is i is red at

serial no,6 in regular matters. We have heerd

3hri S.M. Ari flearned counsel for tne

respondents and carefully perused the record.

3. The brief facts of the case are that the

applicant was initially appointed as Youth

Assistant (tor short, YA) Grade-I with sftact

from 10.9.1979. The minimum educatiorisi

qualification for this post was Hatricuiation,

though the applicant was Intermediate. The

applicant belongs to reserved category (SCI and

was appointed against the reser-ved post of 3C„

According to the respondents, the applicant''s



seniority in YA Grade-I 1983 was at serial no.fc

whereas his date of apDolntment in the grade is

shown as 10.9.1979. The next higher Dost: of

Dromotion was that of YO in the pay scale cf

Rs«90O0-3S00 which is a Group's" gaoetted. In

the Recru itinent Rules for the Dost of YO, the

prescribed eligibility conditions are:; (a) VA

grade I who have comDietsd 5 years re;guiar

service iii that grade and (bi educatio:.

qualification - Graduate. The aopiicant has

claimed that as lie had compietsd 5 years in tiie

grade of YA Grade-I, he should have been promotea

as YO with effect from 1984,,

4. The respondents in their reoiy have submltteu

that the DPC to Drotnote YA Grade-I iDffjcer s t: i

the post of YO was held in 1986 and 6 YAs Grade-1

had beeri considered, including the apDlicant.

According to them neither the aoplleant nor one

other- person, Shr i Ram Soreri, could be proiTiOte,;:

as tlisy did not fulfil the sducat ion a:

qualifications (Graduate) as they were onlv

In termed i a tes, The department obtainer:

rslaxation in educational qualification foi trissr:

two persons in early 1^87,, Thereafter the DP;

met on 10„3.1'b37 to consider promotiori of Y;;

Grade-I to the post of YO in which fhri Kan

SorenfST) and the applicant (SCi were consideref

after relaxing the educational qua I ifisation

Tile DPC recommendsd them for Dromotion and tiie,

botn were oromotsd to tine cost of YO on

irr., s,.1987 „



- ihersrore, it is seen from the above that: the

cofi tsivtion cef tiie apolicant that as he hac

coiiteieted the uuaiifying service i.,e. 5 vsa:ei

regi'jar VA Grade-l on 10„?..198h. he is entlri-c:

ror DroiHOtion to the post cf VO with effect nv,a:

lo,h.J98b is unteriable as he did not fulti] tti

eivubilitv ccnditicns Jaid down in ti:S

Keen uitnient Rules. It was only after obta:i.ni;'C,

the eeiaxation for this condition no in tee

conisstent authority that the cubseciuent DPt hac

hur! fit and given him Dromotion with a?necL

tnoii, 10.3,. 198in In the circuinstancss„ tne claim

tr the apDiicant that he should be bromoted with

ret ( osDective effect from 10.b,.i984 cannot to

acceDted as it is not in accordance with the

ruiss. This claim is therefore rehectsch,

As regards the claim of the aoDlicani. t:::=

quash the proposed seniority list dates

:23,.;:. 1991,. the respondents have taken a plea o"

1inu ration as this OA has been filed only i ti

November 1994. In view of what has been stats,!

abovs.we find no merit in the claim of thr:

appiicani; that he should have been placed seeuor

CO 3hi i S„S.Kai!! (resporidsnt no,2] as yO, as hi

has bean reguiariy appointed to this grade oni-

in haici! 198/ whereas Shri Kain has beer

appointed with effect from 3,.9.19S6. Therefore,

the claim to auash the ssniority list is alsr

witiiwut any basis and this is accordirciiv

re,iscted..



It IS noted that in the impuoned seiiiorjt-

list dated 26.S,:199<1 the resDondents have rsjiso

on the same dates as mentined above, with reqsrc

to the appointment of the applicant as YO as well

as that of Sbri S,S„Kain against whom the

applicant claims seniority. In the reioinder,

the ayplicant has submitted^ inter alia,that when

the OPC met in 1984 he should have been promotec

in that year itself. He has also submitted that

before the amendment of the rules in 1987. Yi

Grade-I who were Matriculates were also r8c:ru,it8ti

before 1930 were also eligible for promotion,.

However,, we find that the DPC which was held in

1913 had considered six oersons, includine Shro,

S.t.Kain (SC) who was a Graduate as well as the

applicant. Since the DPC had considered the

applicant along with other eligible candidates

his claim for promotion with effect from 198r is

again not tenable. We have also considered the

other claims raised by the applicant but iii the

facts and circumstances mentioned above, we tind

no merit.

o. In the result, for the reasons given above as

we find no merit; in the OA, the same is

dismissed. No order as to costs.
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