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Central Administrative Tribunal
Principal BenchyNew Delhi,

0A~1B06/89

New Delhi this the 19th Day of April, 1994,

Hon'ble Mr, C.3. Roy, Member(3J)
Hon'ble Mr, B,N, Dhoundiyal, Mémber(A)

Shri I,VY, Subrahmanyam,

C/o Shri R, Sundaram,

R/o C/112, Nanakpur a, _

New Delhi~21, : . Applicant

4

{Hone for the applicant)

Vel su s
1. Unien of India
thrcunh the Secretary,
Ministry of Forests,
'8! Bleck, C,GC.0,Complex, ’
Paryavaran Bhauan, '
Lodhi Road,
New Delhi,

2, The Director,. -
Forest Research Institute,
Neu Forsst Post,
Dehr adun{U, P, ),

(Presently)

Dirsctor General,

Indian Council of Farps Research,

F,R. I. and CDlIEQES,

New Forest Post,

Behradun{U.P, ), Respondent s

(None For the respondents)
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ORDER(OR AL}
delivered by Hon'ble Mr, £,3. Ray, Mamber{J)

This is an old matter pre-emptorily listed
for hearing in thnf’lrst ten cases. Therefore, ue
are proceeding to disnose of it on the basis of the

record available in the file,

The applicant was a Research Assistant Grade-1]
in the Forest Despartment, Govt. of India, He claims that
the training he uas made quasi nermanent after
af ter cocmpletion of /three years of cantinuous service
in the Grade-II in 1961, He claims that in 1976 the
D.P.C, took into account the seniority list of 1967

against which the applicant was shoun as junior to
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shri J.D, Jain and as such his case Was not considered

for promotion to the ooét of Research Of ficer on the
ad hoc appointments dated 23,8,1976 in uhich 25 perscns

N
F{Eﬁ the cadre of Research Assistant Grade.l were
pramoted to the post of Research Officers. The applicaent
claims that on his representation, his seniérity Was
restored hack and subsequent to that he made representatione
fFor notional promotion with efFec% Frﬁm the date when
his junior was promoted, Thersafter, the D,P,C. held
on 22,10,1979 oromotad the 27 peréﬁns. He claims that
these oromotions werse made.un'the basis of the seniority
® list, Since the appl-icant's seﬁiority was restored back,
| he should alsoc have hsen considered by the D,P,C, He:
Aclaiﬁs that his Confidential Reports érelall righf.
Because of urongful fixation of seniority zt the time

of earlier meeding of D.P.C, in 1976, he uwas not given

his due promotion, He rz=liss on =2 judgement’dated »
30,3, 1088 ofcAlklahabad. Benech in the case of Sh. H. S,
Ananthapadmanabha, The other points made by the applicant

(I = S .
are not gewESFe to the main issuz, Since the anplicant

e

is aggrieved, he filed this 0,A, claiming the follouihg

relief st=

(a) Call for the rscords of the cass, if
necessaly

(b) Pass an order directing the Resnondents,

1) to promots thé applicant to the

' post of Research Officer with ef fect
from 23,8, 1976 wuhen his immediate
junior Shri J.,D, Jain was sromoted
in 1976 and to nay the arregars and
other emoluments he would bhe entitled
to alonguith other consequential
benefits including the fixation of
nay atc,

ii) to fix the seniority of the applicant
and to z2llow him the coenseguential
benaf Lt as ‘
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iii) to give notional prometion to the
applicant on the basis of the judgernent
dated 39,3,1988 of the Central Ad-
ministrative Tribunal Allshabad in
transfer czse No,102/1986;

iv) to allow the hingher monthly nension
on par with the other retired Research
Officer s;

v) to award the damages, for the harassmant,
. mental torture, aunoyance, Yorry cadussd
to the applicant because of his non-

promotiaon in due time; :

vi) to award the cost of the suits, and
monetary loss incurrsd by him, and

(c) pass such other or further order or orders

as this Hon'ble Court may deemed fit under
thz facte and circumstances of the casa,

The vespondents have filed counter-af "idavit
stating that the aaolication is not maintainable as it
is barred by liﬁitation. Thsy also state that in compliance
with the judgement dated 30,3.1988, the reviesu D,P.C, meeting
was held on 20,3,1989 in which the name of the apolicant
was also considered, Houeﬁer,'the D,P,C, did net recoﬁmend
him for nromotion in the yearuise panel prepared by the

Demrtmental Promotion Committee in CpmplianCB.Uith the -

judgement, They furthsr state that the persons recommented
by the D,P.C, were appoimted vide order dated &,4,1989
(Annexure-G), They also state that the applicant's name
was also consider ed by the 0,P,C, for a second time,They
further statsg that the ad hoc aromotions to the grade of
Research Of ficer from the feedsr grade of Ressarch Assistant
Grade-1 were made on the basis of seniority ﬁum fitness
af ter proper screening of the seruice.records of the of ficer
cEncerned. EF the applicant was found fit for promotien,

~
the D.P.E.Luould'also'haue bean promoted , Even aftsr
restoring h;; seniority, ths D,P,LC, having tuice cansiderad
the anplicant found unfit for promotion and therefore did
not recommend his afomotipn. fhe.adverse femarks mare
aqainsﬁ the aoplicant in the confidential raports'mp 1921

were not satisfactory, Therefore, his nams wWwas 2lac considered

in the sscond review D,P, C, when all the files were 2laced
R
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hefore the D,P.C., It is pertinent to mention that
thera could be nothing urong by promoting a junior
to the gradings like outstanding, verygood and goor

are taken., It is not unlikely that sometimes that

grading of the seniors if not outsfanding and verygood
and if the junicrs ars found outstanding and very oood,
they will get a weightage in thalselectioh. Ther »f ome,
the ACRs containing no adverse remarks is not a ground
for selection, On this point, we would not agres
with the .contention of the applicant, Since ue find
that the appolicant's case uas tuwice rejected by the

" review D,P,C. aFter'conéidering his representations,
we do not find any merit in the case, Accordingly,

it is rejected,

‘No costs. - ' .
u/4§%%n%§¢ - | AL“*$¥7
(B.N., DHOUNDIYAL) o (c.4. Rrov)
MEMBER(A) MEMBER(J)
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