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Tha grievance of the petitioner in this case is that

ha uas senior to Respondent No. 3 in the cadre cf Upper Diuisi

Clerks and that, therefore, he uas entitled to be considered

for promotion to the cadre of Superintendents in preference tc"'

Respondent No, 3. The Respondent No,3 ues promoted to that cad^

on 31.10,1983, The petitioner's case is that he uas appointed ^

as Lower Division Clerk on 15.11.1965 whereas Respondent Ne, 3

uas appointed to that cadre on 13.11.1973. There cannot be any

doubt that the petiticner uas senior to Respondent No. 3. But ^

30 far as the next cadre of Assistants is conceined, Respondent

No. 3 stole march ower the petitioner as he secured earlier det

of confirmation than the petitioner. On the basis of the

relevant executive order in this behalf, he uas confirmed earlfi

than the petitioner and in the promotional cadre of Assistants j[

he uas regarded as senior tc the petitioner. The aelniority listi

uas also published in the year 1582. The patitionsr did not

make any grievance about the seme. It is on the basis of the
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said sHniority listj Respondsnt 3 was shoun as senior

to the petitioner:. In this petition Filed on 16,7„1SQ7s

the petitioner complains thst the respondents usre not

justified in promoting f^espondont No, 3 ignoring his seniority.

ThB respondents haue plaadad that the petitioner's csse wsa

also considerad along uith ths case of Rsspondent No. 3 end the

0,F,Ca found that the petitionsr uas not suitable fcr proniotion^

Tl'iis fact is not' contraverted, Hanoe, it fellows that th s

petitioner's case uas considsred for promotion, ^\/en if th o

promotian is to be made on the basis of the seniority-curr.-

rnerit, the person concBrnad. should ba suitable for the post.

The OPC found hhat the petitioner uas not suitsbls for promotion.

As the CBsa of the petitionsr uas considered for promotion

•along uith H'espondent Nc. 3, he cannot make any griBuance about |

his promotion^ Ue are, thgrefore, in.clinsd to taks the uieu

that the pfttitionrar cannot make any grieuance about the promprilTv

given to Resporr! ent No. 3 on ths basis of the said seniorityj

which has'beccme final, he having been considered by ths DPC

along uith Respondent No, 3. Us are also inclined to taka

tha viaw that the cause of action having arisen in the yssr

19B3, the prassnt petition having been filed on 16.7o19B7,

ths olsiiTi of the petitioner is also barred by lirnitfstion«

H©ncs, it follous that the pstitioner has not made out any

cassfargrantofreliefi.

2, For the reasons stated above, this patition fails

and is accordingly disfnissttd. No costs,
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