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HOM BLE MR. T. N. BHAT,MEMBER(.I)

None iz present for the applicant. Shri MK,
Gaui, proxy counsel for Shri R.P. Aggarwal, counsel
for the respondents 1s present. We have hesrc hiﬂuaa
none had appeared for the @applicant even on Lhe
previous date of hearing. This being a 1997 matite
and having once been dismissed in default and Ffor
noh-prosecution, we consider 1t appropriate not
Fur ther adjourn it and are. therefore, proceeding Lo

dispose of the QA on merits.




7, The applicant in this OA assalls his
non-promotion to the post of Junior Accounts Of T icer
{JAQD) in the department although, according to him. he
had qualified in all the Papers except Paper ~-IX ot tpe
old svllabus which was on the subject of Advanced
Accountancy. The applicant states that he hrad
aualified 1in the aforesaid Paper earlier and Wwas,

therefore. entitled to exemption.

3, We have perused the material on record and we
find that the applicant 1s relying LHDOnN the

instructions issued by the Director General of Posts,
even though the two wings of Telegraph and Posts have
been bifurcated in the vear 1985, Aftet the
bifurcation of the two wings, some instruction: were
izened by the Department of Posts according to which a
person who might have qualified 1in ihe Pape: of

Advanced Accountancy during any year prioi to 1 9BR

would not be required to appear in that Paper iy O
the new syllabus. Wwe find no averment 1in the 0A

i

stating that similar instructions have been issusd by

the Depar bment of Telecommunications af ter Lhe
bifurcations of the two wings. As a malter of tact,

it i3 admitted by the applicant in the OA that no such
instructions were issued, which according to Frim would

amount to hostile discrimination against those who

conhtinue Lo wor k in the Depar tnent aof
Telacomnunications, We are not ilmprassed by tLhils
contention. Admittedly, no such instruction Gl




issusd as regards Lhe

Department of

sntirely different depar tment af ter

working in that Department «

the basis of instructions

as separate rules and

itsaened For Lthem,

There also seems Lo

mind of the applicant on the
had at all gualified and was

according to

Pow b s, Tt has  oaen

respondents in  theilr

«ligible for khe

secured 60% mairks or above,

the applicant had

which on re-totalling came

percaentage of marks secured

than 30% and not 60%.
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The

0.A.. that the Department

not hold any  examination

wirile the Depar tment of

examinations during Lhese V¥

entitle the applicant to

otherwlise admissible to

Depatr tment of

Lo Lhe Depar tment

admissible

persons

Telecommunications

sannot claim promotions

the instructions of the
iightly
countei

@xempblion,

secured only

fact, as alleged by the applicant 1 L

Telecommunications

working in

brecame

1%

which

1985, The

persans

e

issued by Depar tmen! o f

instructions are reguires

be some confusicon th T
guestion as to whether he

the examptlici

entitled to

Depar tmenti

i

contended by Lha
that in  order Lo &

a person should has

while in the present Ccase
57 marks out e f

to 61 marks, 1 { e

by him was a 1itt!l MmOt e

of Telecommunications  dit

haefore the vead 18687
Posts did conduct 2
ears, would not by 1itse]

a benefit which ZI= jicet

Lhe employees

though 14  fmay

Pos s, We also do nol

of




.

conuider the case of the applicant to be one of demial
of avenues of promotion as according to his  own
gdmission, avenues of promotion are open to hose
aqualifying the examination. The applicant haviasg

falled to aqualify cannot seek promotion.

6. For the foregoing reasons, we find no mer it in

this case and we accordingly dismiss the O.A. L saving

the parties to bear their own costs,

{7 N, Bhat) (K. Muthiu
Member (1) Memher ( A )






