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Neu ualhi this the 28th day of Aojust, 1997

Hon'bla Smt.Lakshmi Sosninathan, f'lambsr (0)

Hon'ble ohri A. K. Ahooj a,M amb er ( -i)

Shri Laohh.Tian Oas Oupta
C/O N0-62,Pitampura,
D aihi-35

(By Acivocat 3 3'i, -5. K. A'jOarual) Applicant

U s.

Union of Inoia through Sacratary
Ministry of Urban 0av alopnnent,
Ni rm an 3 h auan , Nau • alhi-11

The director Gan ar al(uJorks) ,
Central Public Jorks Qepartment,
Nir-iian Bhauan, Neu Jelhi.

(By Advocate 5h,K,-J, SaChdeva)
... R aspond ants

0 R d £ a (oral)

(Hon'b]_8 amt.Lakshrni Sua'ninatnan, nemder (0)

The applicant is aggrieved by the non-pronocian

from the post of Assistant £ngine3r(Civil) (on adhcc basis)

to Executive Engin aer(Civil) on long term vacancy in

uhich'he states that some of his juniors have been

promoted on 19,6,1991,

2, The applicant has challenged his supersession

in adhoc promotions made in 1991-92, mainly on tuo

grounds (i) that the same ought to have been none en

the basis of seniority alone, subj act to aliminatiiin

of those disoualifiod for promotion ; (ii) that the
taken

respondents had/into account his adverse aCR for the

year 1990-91 to deny him adhoc -jromotion, Accordin':

to him the adverse remarks iiad hot been com'iunic ated

to h um at til at time,

,,, The respondents in cheir reoly have submitted

that the ad hoc promotions uare made again st the long

term vacancies and hence the Screaiiing Comnittec u as



/

tconstituted and only tho AEg records of servicWary

Good "and who are likely to figure in the regular panel
prepared by the OPC were recomaended for ad hoc proaotion.

The Screening Committee considered the case of the applicant

along with other of fie srs, but the applicant could not nake

iiiegrade and» therefore^ ha was not conaicered for adhcjc
promotion*

4. Wa have considered the pleadings and the sob-

miosions made by the learned counsel for the narties*

5. Since it is an admitted fact that the promotiona

giwOT in 1991-92 ware against the long term Vacancies,

the method of selection adopted by the respondants through
OL

the Screening Committee cannot be fauit ad* In^similar Cas*^

Shri Sub ash Chander Walik V,UQI & Ors (OA 211, 9 4) decided

on 15*7*94, the Tribunal hasi^ald this view and ue are in

respectful agreement with the reasons givan therein*

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

ua find no merit in the application and it is accordingly

di smisssd* No order as to costs*

(R*K/Af^je) (Smt*Lak8hmi Suaminatln^
rtembor (A) Mamber (3)
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