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CENTRAL ACMINISTRATIVE TRISUNAL
PRINCIPAL BENCH,NEW DELHI

0.A.NO.2448 /90
Ney Delhi, This the 14th Day of November 1994

Hon'ble Shii Justice 5.C.Mathur.Chairman

Hon'ble Shri F.l.Thiruvengadam,Membsr(A)

Dr.,K.C.Srivastava
Scientist L DIRR ‘
" Defence Research & Development Troanisation '

Ministry of Cefence, Neuw Celhi, ipplicant

I‘.

counsels following acdresss )

Shri R Venkataramani & Setya Mitra Sarg
Advoczates :

168/13, Western Extension Arga -

Karol Bagh

Service of &1l notices tc the acplicant on the
Mew Delhi 1100C.

By Mone
Yersus
1. Unien of India throught the Sccretary,
Ministry of Cefence, South Block
New Delhi,
2. The Scientific Aduisar tc the Defence
Minister and Cirector General & Sscrgtary _
Cefence Research & Levelopmont Orasnisation
South Bleck, " : ‘
Ney Celhi. ...nzss0oncents
|
By Shri hendani,; Senicr Counsel with

ct
tan, Advocate
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Hon'ble Shri Justice S.C.Mathur,Chairman

The epplicant claims that he was denied oromotion
from the post of Scientist Grade 'C7 to the Scientist
LGrade D an account of provision IR the rules that

selection shall be based on consid ation of service

record and interviey, The applicant's plea is that
prescription of interviey is arbitra aTy. Tre cace

Was aken un in the revisad cea ll No one has

appes red on behalf of the anplicant, In the

aoplication itself no law has bemn cited =znd
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at the tima qf hsaring élso no assistance has beesn glvsﬂ
On beh"lf of Rnc~oncents Shri P,H.Ramachancani S Senior
Counscl with Shri 2,C.Madan has 1ppaared and we have ‘
heard them, - We dg nct find any susbstanée in the plea
of the alelCant that intarviey cmnnot be prescribed
by thm rules, | |
2, The applicant hés‘claimed that ‘the respordents
be directed to consicder him at the selectlon to be held
in December 1950, Qpart From claiming that thr provision
in the rule prascrlblng interviey be declared ss null and

void, the applicant has @lso cleimed that he may be

Considered for promotion to the post of Scientist e,

On behalf of the respondents it has - been brought out that

iﬁ the years 1985~T§91 the applicant was considered for
promotlon but he could not make the grade; selectioﬂ in
th& year 1991 was held for the year 1990, The selection
was to'hn hmld in 1990 but 1t could not be held and so
it was held in March 1991, It is alsg stated that in
order.to enable consideration of the applicant at the

selection held in the year 1991 he was given extensiaon

of service till 30.,6.1991, The applicent cannot clain

promotion to Grade E untill he is promoted to Grede D

Therefaore, the relisf clreimed in para 8{c) of the 0A

is totally mis~conceived,
3. The third relisf calimed in the application. is that

the applicant be continued in éirﬁicaftill’thé disposal

- of the application, The applicah£ Can ba continued

in service aonly till'ha aﬁtains the age of subarannuaticn.
He attained that age onm 31.,10,90. The learned counsel

for thé resgondenté statad tHat the applicant was retired
actﬁally on 30,6.91 in vi ew of the éxtensibn Qrantqd to him

by the department, There is no guestiosn of continuing

the applicant in service after 30.6.91.
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4, In view of the above, the appiication lacks
morit. ancd is hereby dismissed without anvy order
a#s to Costs., Interim acder, if any operating,

shall stand discharged.
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'fv(’lp'-T. THI%UUENGADAM} - {S.C.VIATHUR)
ﬁ@mcer(ﬁ) . : Chairman
14.,11.94 . . . 14,111,954
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