Central Administrative Tribunal (ﬁ;
; Principal Bench, New Delhi,
0.,A.No,780/87. Date of decision: 23-9-92,
M.B., Lal .o Applicant
V/s.
Union of India .o Respondent
CRAM:

The Hon'ble Mr, Justica V.S, Malimath, Chairman,
The Hon'ble Mr, I.K, Rasgotra, Member(A),

o JUOGMENT (CRAL)

( Tha Hon'ble fr, V.5.Mslimath, Chairmen):
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NDﬂe.appBarad either for thslapplicant or feor the respondent, B
As this is a very old cass, ye consiﬁsr it approprizte to look into
the records and dispose of the case finmally on merits.
2, The grievance of the petitioner in this case ;s in regard to
his promotion to the Joint Director Grade II, It is His case that
while his juniors have been promoted, his case has bsen ignored,
3. ‘The Tespondent: in the reply has extracted Rule 8(c) of the
IES Rules 1961 which shous tHat all vacancies in the cad#e of Joint
Oirector Grade II shall be filled by promofidn from amongst Grade III
orficers who have completed nét less than five years of service on s

Tegular basis in that grade, Promotions are required to be made on

the basis of \merit with due Tegard to seniority by the Controlling

Authority on the advice of the Board, 1In the reply, it is stated

that the cass of the petitioner yas considered by the DPC yhen it
’V%illing up

v tosk Up* for consideration for £he vacancies for the years 1985, 1986
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and 1987, During all thewe years, though the case of the
petitioner was considered, his name could mot be empanelled
o not,

as he uwas assassed~g@;lﬁauing sufficient merit to be sslected
in prefersnce to others who have bzen empanelled, ‘As merit was
the primary criteria for promotion, the petiticner cannot centend
that he would Ee entitled to be promoted even though there wers mhra
meritorious candidatss than him. Having regard to the

P

as afara axd
statutory provigions, /it is not possible to accede to the

contentions "of the petitioner that thers was any arbitrariness

involved in the matter of making selection during fﬁe'years 1985,

o

1986 and 1987, We are satisfied that DPC considered his case
and did not find sufficient merit in him to merit imtlusion

in the list, This pstition, therefore, fails and dismissed,
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(1.%.RASGERHA) © (V,S.MALIMATH)
MEMBER (A) CHAIRMAN



