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Central Admini str ati ue Tribunal
Principal Bench,NaiJ Delhi,

0A"18a6/89

Neu Delhi this the -IQth Day of April» 1994.

Hon'ble fir,, 0:.3. Roy, Member (0,)
Hon^ble Mr, B.N. Dhoundiyal, PlembBr(A)

Shri I, y, Subrahmanyam,
C/o Shri R, Sundaram,
R/o C/1125 Nanakpura,
Neu Oelhi-2'1. Applicant

(r^on-e for the applicant)
uer su 3

1, Union of India
through the Secretary,
Ministry of Forests,
' B' Block, C, G. Complex-,
Paryavaran Shawan,
Lodhi Road,
Nbu D-elhi,

2. The Dir ec tor
Forest Research Institute,
Neu For Bst Post,
• ehr ;adun(lJ. P, ),

(Pr Bsently)
Director General,
Indian Council of Forest Research,
F.R.I, and Colleges, . .
Ne'j For est Po st,
O0hrsdun(U,'P, ), Respondents

(None for the respondents)

ORDER (oral)
delivered by Hon'ble Mr, C,J, Roy, MambBr(j)

This is an old matter pr e-emptori ly listed

for hearing in the first ten cases. Therefore, us

are pracesdlng to dis-^ose of ' i t on the basis of the

record av/ailable in the file.

The applicant uas a Research Assistant Grads-II

in the Forest OeocirtmBnt, Govt.,, of India. He claims that
the training ha uas made quasi permanent after
after comDletion of;^thrse years of continuous service

in the Grade-II in 1951. He claims that in 1976 the

O.P. C, took into account the seniority list of 19 67

against uhich the applicant uas shaun as junior to
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Shri 3,D, Dain and as such his case uas not considared

for promotion to the post of Research Officer on the

ad hoc appointments dated 23.8. 197 5 in uhi ch 25 persons
jV-

ffi^iTt the cadre of Research Assistant Grade-I vjers
pPQtuated to the post of Research Officers. The aoplicsnt

claims that on his representation, his seniority uas

restored back and subsequent to that he made r epr e sent a tinn s

for notional promotion uith effect from the date uhen

his junior uas promoted. Thereafter^ the held

on 22.10,1979 promoted the 27 persons. He claims that

these oromotions uier e made on the basis of the seniority

list. Since the applicant's seniority uas restored backs

he should also have haen considered by the D.P, C, He :

claims that his Confidential Reports are,all right.

Because of urongful fixation of seniority at tbe time

of earlier maedinq of D.P.C.. in 1976, he uas not qiv-en

his due promotion. He relies on s judgement dated

30.3, 19EB o'f:i..511iahabad,;B cneh. in the case of Sh. H, S,

Ananthapadmanabha. The other points made by the applicant

are not g^^^^e to the main issue. Since the aoplicant

is aggrieved^ he filed this 0, A. claiming the follouihq

reli ef sj-

(a) Call for the records of the case, if
necessary;

(b) Pass an order directing the Resoondents,

i) to promote the applicant to the
post of Research Officer uith effect
from 23,8,1976 uhen his immediate
junior Shri J.D, Dain uas oromoted
in 197 6 and to .oay the arrears and
other emoluments he would be sn titled
to alonguith other consequential
benefits including the fixation of
pay ate,

ii) to fix the seniority of the aoplicant
and to allou him the consequential
benefits;
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iii) to give notional promotion to the
applicant on the basis of the judga-nent
dated 30, 3. 1988 of the Central- Ad-
mini str a ti \/8 Tribunal Allahabad in
transfer case No. 10 2/198 5|

iv/) to allou the higher monthly osnsion
on par uith the other retired Research
Officers?

V/) to auard the damages, for the harassment,
. mental torture, aunnyance, worry caused

to the applicant because of his non-
promotion in due time;

vi) to auard the cost of the suits, and
monetary loss incurred by him, and

pass such other or further order or orders
as this Hon'ble Court may deemed fit under
the facts and cir cums!"-anc es of th.s case.

The raspondsnts have Piled count er-af^'idauit

stating that the aoolication is not maintainable as it

is barred by limitation. They also state that in complianca

uith the judgement dated 30.3. 1988, the reuieu O.P.C, maeting

uas held on 20, 3, 1969 in uhich the name of the applicant

uas also considered, Houevsr, th0 O.P, C, did not recommend

him for promotion in the yearuiss panel prepared by the

Oepertmental Promotion Committee in compliance uith the -

judgement. They further state that the persons recommended

by the D,P.C. uere appointed vide order dated ^,4,1989

( Annexur a~ G), They also state that the applicant's nams

was also considered by the D.P.C, for a second time,They

further stata that the ad hoc nrnmotions to the grade of

Research Officer from the feeder grade of Research Assistant

Gr ad e-1 were made, on the basis of seniority cum fitness

after proper screening of the service records of the officer

concerned. If the apolicant uas found fit for promotion,

the D.P.C, uould' also' have bean promoted , Even after

restoring his seniority, the !-').P,C, having tuice considered

the applicant found unfit for promotion and therefore did

not recommend his promotion. The. adverse remarks made

against the aoplicant in the confidential reports qF" 19f^1

uera not satisfactory. Therefore, his name uas.algo cnnsidereri

in the sec-^nd revieu D.P.C, unen all the files uere -ilnced
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before the O.P.C. It is pertinent to mention thst

thera could ba nothing urong by promoting a junior

to the gradings like outstanding, verygood and qoori.

ar 9 taken. It is not unlikely that sometimes that

grading of the seniors if not outstanding and verygoad

and if the juniors ar a found outstanding and very good,'

thsy will gat a ueightage in the selection, Thernfosse,

the ACRs containing no advysrse remarks is not a ground

for selection. On this ooint, ua 'ijould not agree

uith the .contention of the applicant. Since ue find

that the applicant's case uas twice rejected, by the

revieiJ 0,P, C. after considering his representations,

u'8 do not find any merit in the case. Accordingly,

it is rejected.
I

No costs.

(B.N. D^DUNOIYAL) , (C..^ nOY)
f>lLriBER(.A) MLraER(3)
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