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CENTRL ADMINIETRATIVE TRISUDAL PRINCIPAL BENCH NEW DELHI
Uriginal  Anplication Neo, 1647 of 1987

JuM, SHATMA & 2 o o o « o o 4 o . .- e o « « « Aoplicant -
Versus - -

Union of INdia & Other o e s e e e e . . . Respondents

Hon'bTe fir, Justice U,C, ST iv,stava,V,C.

Hon'ble Mr,K S.R, Adige, Mamber (A)

%k» ( By HOn'ble Mr,Justicme UeC, STivastav.V!

Tha applicant whe was udrking as a fBssistant
Directar, in the Department of Talscommunication., The
applicant at the rslsvant point of Lime joinsd the
department in tha‘yéaf 19835 on a lnwér nost, He was
posted as Assistant Directer ,long term planning with
of fect from 8,9,86 te 22.12,86 and he was posted as
Asslstant Dirécto; Ganeral{L) with #ffect from 14.8,81 to
7.9.88, Th% grisvance of the applicant is that he has
not bean considered for the promctional post of Senigr
Class I{Asgistant Director G&narél) dm~artment nf the
telacommunicat ion ,was a past for Wwhich the gromﬁtion
is on the basi& of "eanicrity.cup-fitness, and tha
applicmt being senior to those whe have b@an‘ﬁrbmnteﬁ
anﬁ.uas'mvan\nét conelderad by the departmant, The
department promotion committee failed to rescommend the
name of the applicent for being ccnai@ef&d for the
promot fion to the post of Senior Btass I nost{Assistant
Diractor Ganeral), in the year 1587, 1In the year 1284
2180 hp was deni=d a similar monsi@aratimﬁ>by the D,P.C,

and in the year 1987 his racord fer the ye=ar 1§H5-86 Uas

delibsratsly not sent so that ha may not be selacted
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Alt hough,he has been mFFiciafing cent inuously for mera than
fiva years in the promotional pest and as such he wag fit

tao be considersd For promotion te ths nost of Divisienal
fngineer (Bgrekiax Senior Class-1), but the she: was not prome-
ted and thats' th he has prayed that the order by which he
has besn denied the promotion i,=, 16.4,1997 be nuashed and
the respondents be diractsd to revisy the candidature of the
annlicant for ssmzkdwrskixm the sromoticn post and promote
him to the said post, |

2. The rmsnondents havs Tefutsd the elaim =f the
an~licant and have oﬁintﬁa out that the necessary facts brwe
not 5ﬂmn mantinnad by tha annlicant, As a mattar of facts
the applicants' sérvice rscord was concealed by the'D.D.C,
and because of low grading secured by him , ha cruld not
have placed in the panel, as sufficient number of mors

mar itoricus of ficers were available con both the occassion,
The selection on merit is to be made .from amongst the

of ficers of TES group'B8' service with net less than B8 years
continuou# and anprovaed service in groun '%f on the
rﬂcomm@ndétian of the DPC and in ceonsultation with the UPSC
and not on the basis of seninrjtymcummFitnnss 28 allegnd hy
ﬁh& earnlicant and in thig conn@cti%n a reference mw also ba
made to the G;M, dated 37,12,1986 uhish"prﬂvides fior ‘grading
éﬁnmffiCPruin three-cat 2goriss® very gonod and 'gocd!  The
applicaht vigs congiderad in the month of November ﬁ98a antd
in Fshruary 1987, The A.C.R., fram T £1-82 to 1084-85 uars
avazilabls before the D, 0.0, for considaratinon , but the 28§
i, 0,R, for the ye%f 1985.86 wass not ayvailable . (n sxamina-
tion from his service records, for thes year 19685-86 it was
feund that he worked urdder various offiésr for a paricd nss
thin 3 months during the year ne C.R, was urittsn, As ths
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case of the apnlicant vas considered by the D,P.C,in the year

1984 andg 1987 and b@CQUS@ of 1ou
. A ar

ading



as
e
(&3]
7.
£ 2 )

1884 and 1987 and bacause of low grading , the aonlicant
could not have been considered , The gradaticn list

Wwas given by the committse which havs qot a right &6 do
g0, The tribunal cannot sit in assmssment ovsr the
gradation so madg; Accerdingly, Wwe do not find any
ground teo interefers in the matter and as such the

applicatinn is dismissad,

| ﬁ/ﬁf}éﬂ :
- )embmer) Vice-Chairman

Dat ed: 18,73,1993,
(RKA)



