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CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL , FRINCIPAL BENCH,
 NEW DEIHI,

0,A¢N0932 /91 |

New De lhi: March 24,1995,
HON'BIE MR. S.R.ADIGE , MEMBER{A)
HON'BIE DR, R.K.SAXENA, MEMBER (J).

Shri Jai Chand ,

s/o Shri umed Singh,
Peon, Pusa Polytechnic

Pusa, New Delhi , esess.ADplicant !
By Shri A.Kalia, Advocate!
versus !

1o Union of India through
The Chief Secretary,
De lhi Administration,
Services III Department,
5 , Sham Nath Marg,
De lhie 110054,

2, The Director of Technical Education,
De 1hi Admmlstratlon,
Rouse Avenue,

New Delhi - 110002, oess.e. Respondents,’
F&‘Y‘ }/-21'.*//4/)1/‘/!//1/} ~ Vene ./}\,

JUDGMENT (GRAL)

By Hon'ble Mr. S.R.Adige, Member (A),

I;w this application Shri Jai Chand, Pecn, Delhi
Administration has prayed for a direction to ccnsider"{\;ih
for promotiun to Grade IV in Delhi Administraticn Subordinate
Service {DAS) from the date his next junior at S1, No.24
of the seniority list was promoted Qith cmséquentiel

banefits,

2. The gpplicant ' - was recruited as poon in tho Dolhi
Administration on regular basis cn 6.8,73. The next chennal

of promotion florithe applicant was to the post of Louor Divdsicr:
Clerk in Grade IV in DAS. The promotion was to havo boen

made on the basis of the app.lic?nt'a ACRs and his vigilanco’
clearance. The applicent's contantion is that his ACR and

vigilance clearance ware not received by the competent
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guthorities at the! tima promoticns were being censiderod

as a rosult of which he was denied promotion; while theso

. juniors uwere promoted.

3. The respondents have challenged the D.Re and contend
thet the reascn why the applicant was not promoted was
becauae his mo:k, cenduct and integrity was found unsatiséactory
weeofo 22.8.1989 as intimated by the Principal, Pusa
Polytechnic and Aa disciplinary procoed ing was also pending
against him, A perusal of Principal, Government Polytochnic
letter dated 15,10.,90 addrosscd to the Dolhi Administraticn
(Annexure R—1) mekes it clear that the Principal had
written that the work, conduct and integrity of the
applicant during the period he was wo:kinq ¢roth 22.8.19E3
till date had been found te be unsatmfactory, He vos
absent on S.7, 1990 and a chargo sheet wae issuod to him

on 31.8.90. Coplas of the_ charge shee‘:Z::nt by rogistorod
post &t his permanent eddross as woll as at his Gowvt.
accommoda tion but received baCk unsorvede xﬁlthough

| the applicant had filed ‘rejoinder there is no spocific

denial of thése avermante in that rejoinder.

4, Under the cimumstancés it cennot be said that

o /A : net A4
! the respondents in/\promoting tho applicant to Grado 1V

in DAS have acted arbitrarilys jllegelly or in viclaticn

‘1 of the Articles 14 and 15 of the Censtituticn. e Soo
‘ ’ i NMrton

t nO/\interfetcnce in this cass, This application falle
| ‘ ] A //\/( 70 O 0\! '/ é'lly/ //La/' ?’ Fracs A ot i

\ and is diamisseﬂ,/\ No costs.

{ORo RoKo SAXENA) (s,R,/
mamber (J) , fomber (A
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