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CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL 
ALLAHABAD BENCH 

ALLAHABAD. 

ORIGINAL APPLICATION N0.1014 OF 1998. 

OPEN COURT 

ALLAHABAD THIS THE 05TH DAY OF JULY 2007. 

Hon'ble Mr. Justice Khem Karan, V.C. 
Hon'ble» Mr. P.K. Chatte!11. A.M 

Parlma• Das son of Shri Madhusudan Das r/o N. T/IH/139, Armapore 
Estate, Kanpur ·208009. 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

. ............ Applicant 

(By Advocate : Srt S. Chandra) 

Versus. 

Union of lndla . through Secretary, Ministry of Defence 
Department of Defence Production and Supplies, Directorate 
General of Quality Assurance (Armaments), D.H.Q P.O New 
Delhl-110011. 
The Director General, Directorate General of Quality 
Assurance, South Block, New Delhl-110011. 
The Director, Directorate of Quatlty Assurance (Armaments) 
Department of Defence Production and Supplles, N. Block, 
DHQ, P.O ~'ew Oathi. 
The Senior Quality Assurance Officer, Senior Quality 
Assurance Establishment (Small Anns), Small Arma Factory, 
Kalpl Road, Kanpur. 

. ....... Respondents 

(By Advocat~: Sri S. Chaturvedl). 

ORDER 

By Justice Khem Karan, v.c. 

The applicant, Parlmal Das, Is praying that the seniority list dated 

31 .10.1997 (Annexure A-7), in \Vhlch he has been shown below Shri S.K . 

Malllck, Shrt J.C. Porel and Shrl Rajpal Singh In the grade of Chargemen 

Grade-I, should be quashed and respondents be directed to prepare 

fresh seniority list showing him senior to tho said persons. Jt Is also 

prayed that the respondents shou1d be directed to promote the 

applicant from the date his Juniors nave been promoted tn June 199 • 
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2. There appears no dispute that in the panel of 1996, for promotion 

of the post of Chargcmcn Grade I, the appllcant ranked senior (bctng at 

Sl. No.29) to Shrl s_K. lVlafUck, Shrl J .C. Porel and Shrl Rajpal Singh 

(being at S1. t~o.30, 3; and 32 rcspectlvely). There Is further no dispute 

that those three persons were promote<. in June 1996! as Chargemen 

Grade-I and wcro posted outside Kanpur. HppJ,c<1nt could be promoted 

In the year 1997. to the ~~st of Chargemcn Grade-ion the basis of fresh 

panel of 1997_ tn the sentortty II~ (Annexu;-e A .. 7) of Chargcmen Grade~, 

applicant has been asslgnod rank No.47, whllc tl-.oso persons juniors to 

him In the reeding cadre havo bcon asslgnod position at SI. Nos.44, 45 

and 46. The contention of the applicant Is that he ought to have been 

promoted from tho same dato, from which his Juniors were promoted 

and ought to have been assigned senlor over and aoove them. He 

alleges, he clearly stated In representation dated 27.4.1997 (A..3) that he 

was ready and wllUng to go on promotion to outside station and so 

thoro was no good reason with the respondents, not to promote him 

along\vitn nls Juniors. 

J . Th~ respondents havo tUed reply contt:st1ng the claim of the 

apptacanl • t1 ... y say that since: Shri S. h . ~~all1cn. Snn ".C. Porcl anc ShrJ 

Ra)pal Slngh wcr~ ready to go and V\lork as Cnargeman. outside the 

station and the app1tcant \Vanted his promot~on at Kanpur Itself, so 

those three were promoted anc.. posted In June 199&. and when 

suo~equently the applicant showed his wttUngness ,., 1997, he was also 

promoted. As regards the seniority in tne cadre or Chargema1-. G:-ade-1, 

their contention Is that It has rightly been reckoned on the basis of 

panel position. They say that those three persons got promotion on 

posting In June 1996 and the applicant got such promotion and posting 

from subsequent panel of 1997, so he cannot cl aim seniority over those 

persons. They have aescrlbed tne promotions of those t"'ree persons as 

situ; In para ti of tne reply, It has clearly oeen stated 1hat applicant was 

ordered promotions and posting of situ i.~. S.Q.A.E. (SA) Kanpur 

against promotion claim vacancy or Stlri Kureet. Chargcman Gradc-1, 

vlde letter dated 31 .5.1996 (CA-2) and this was done to hctp him to get 

promotion 1n situ as he requested tclopnontcally, lnc then Controller of 

Quality Assurance (SA) Chapur_ to adjust him an sttu.. tlut bctore the 

said could be · avai.lable to the apptlcant, validity of panel dated 

27.3.1996, expired on 28.2.1997. The responaents, ha\ e also contended 
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that in absence of lmpleadment of those three persons, O.A. Is not 

maintainable. 

4. We have heard the party>s counsel and perused the record. 

5. Loamed counsel for the applicant has not been able to point out 

any material ex"ept representation dated 24.7.1997 (Annexure A-6) 

whereln appllcant stated that he was ready and willing to serve outside 

the station. aftor his promotion to that grade. On the other hand, 

respondents have clcariy stated that appltcant v1as not ready to go out 

side the station and wanted his promoted at Kanpur ttself. so his juniors 

\Vere given promotion in June 1996. 

6. In the circumstances. It is dlfflcult to say that applicant was 

wrongly denied promotion and posting in June 1996f when his juniors 

were promoted. In t he clrcumstances. when he, wanted his promotion 

and posting at Kanpur itself, and was not prepared o go outside the 

station, and his juniors were ready to go outside the statton on 

promouon" fh ... rc ivvat> nothing wrong on the part of the respondents to 

promo"e and post hJs juniors. Bctorc ho could sno"J • Is VJilt:ngness to 

go ou srae ttle station life of panel exp.red 1n Feb, 1997. v"Je do not think. 

ne v1as wrongly denied promoLion and posting, alongwith his JUntors. 

7. No rule has Deen cited by the learned counsel for the appllcant to 

sho'\111 that even if the appllcant was not prepared to accept the posting 

outside the station on promotion In June 1996, he should have been 

assigned the seniority over his junlors. In normal course. a person 

getting promotion and posting from earlier panel wlll rank senior to the 

person getting promotion on tno basis of subsequent panei, unless 

ru1es provide other1tvise . 

&. The appUcant ought to .lave lmpl aded those three persons. 

9. So the O.A. does not appear to be well·f ounded and deserves to 

~c dismissed and •t Js a cordingly dismissed. No costs . 

" Member-A Vice-Chairman 

Mani sh/-
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