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Ney Lelhi this the 28th day of august, 1997
Hon'ble Smt.Lakshmi Suaninathan, Member (J)

Hon'ble 3hri A,h.dhocja,Membaer ()

shri Lachhman Jas Gupta
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(By Aadvocata 5ii, 5.k, Aj3arual) «e. Applicant
Vse

Union of Inaia through 3scratary
Ministry of Urban Developmant,
Nirm.n S8hauan, Nau J2lhi-11

The virector Genaral(Jorks),
Sentral Public works Oepa-tment,
Nirman 8havan, Neu dJelhi,
..es Rasponiants
(By advocate Sh,K.3.35:chdeva)
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{(Hon'bje 3mt.Lakshmi Swaninatnan, Mampar (J)
The applicant is ajgrieved by the non-proustion
from the post of Assistant dngineasr(Civil) {(on adhcc basis)

to Executive Enginear(Civil) on long tsrm vacancy in

which ha states that somz of his juniors have besn

promotad on 19,6.1391,

2. Th2 applicant has challconged his suparses:ion
in sdhoc promotions made in 1991-92, mainly on tuwo
arounds (i) that th2 same ought to havz L=z2n dons un
thz basis of seniority alone,subject to eliminatiun
of those disgualified for promotion 3 (ii) that the

t sken
responuentcs had/ into account his asvarse AR for the
year 1990-91 to dany him adhoc sromotian, According
to him the advarss ramarks had hat besn comaunicatnad
to h.m @t tihat tima,
ve The razspondents in cheir renly have submi:tfad
that the ad hoc promoticns ware made ajain»t the lnng‘

toerm vacancias and hence the Screaning Comnittes wras
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constituted and only the AEg  ith records of service'¥ery
Good"and who are likely to figuroe in the regular panel
preparec by the OPC yere recommanded for ad hoc promotion.
The Screening Committes considered the case of the spplicant
slong yith othee of ficars, but the applicant could not make
thegrad, and, thercfors, ha vas not consicered for adhot

promotion,

4, We havs considered the pleadings and the sub=-

missions made by tha lesrned counsel for the rafties,

S5 Since it is an admitted fact that the promotions
given in 1991-82 uere against the long term vacghcles,
the maethod of selecticm adopted by the respondents through

the screening Committee camnot be fault ed, Inttinilar 033.}

Shri_Subgsh Chander Malik V,U0l & Ors (0A 211 94)deciced

hg.
on 15,7.94, the Tribunal haswyheld thie viey and we are in

respactful agreement with the reasons given tharein,

6. In the above facts and circumstancas of the case,

uwe Pind no merit in the application and it is accordingly

dismicssed, No order as to costs, .
(R.K, thot]e) (Smt.Lakshmi SuaminatFan )
Mamber (A4) Mamber (J)
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