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o8 The plaintiff contended that KulaShwi hrasad

has been given wrong chamel of‘promatxan tondﬁﬁ gQQ:*

7 of Senior Clerk and as such, he being schedul ;*c;;;’
over hi ' L
cand:.ddte hes taken @ march Laccorg'ing to roster syg.;t;,@ ‘,,

b‘

4 |

fD; the said post of Senior Clerk. The applicant pragg_dm % x
the relief for his promotion to the post of Senior Cl&rk
besides, claiming damages in lump=-sum and monthly,and algo ;
costs of present suit. The respondents 1 and 2 contended
thet Kuleshwar Prasad (Respondent no. 3) has been j ]
duly promoted according to extant rules and being a
scheduled custe candicdate and the post being reservad

for scheduled caste in roster system, SO he has been o~

rightly promoted.

i

3. In view of Administrative Tribunals'® Act, 1985, |
the suit has been transferred to the Allahabad Bench _@

of Central Administrative Tribunal for disposal.

4, The ledrned counsel Shri Z.K; Hassan holding
brief of Shri R.K, Jain, lEdrned counsel for the plaintiﬁ *#*
appllcant Shri Prashant Mathur, learned counsel for
the Defenddnts/ﬂeSpondents 1 and 2 and Shri Hﬁnum&p‘;‘_
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Upadhyay, learned counse.

appeard. m‘zlﬁ going through
*krlul m{ﬂhi;:q_g *n 5 =] H-. uf
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suit, it G;;‘!i:gq pears that .x}dxz.(-.-; Sult 1TS
T -. > : 1 | — 3-\!' . ooy -'_"".v":\::-' o ™ f;. T ll-‘ : 1 i ,\‘
infructuous. Regarding relief NO.ZL,3T
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: E 'Qlerk. The léarnéd}c?ggséi1f§;35gsaanu-n%;“; 
| 4 p has drawn our attéhﬁiﬁﬁ?;ﬁi _-
1 | - record, where Sohan Lal Eaééfi“?ldﬁifﬁfﬁﬁ _____
| sl.No. 16 as Senior Clefk;'buﬁ.iém hils ores 3
.promﬂtlﬂn has been shown as July, 1983,.w %sea tﬁihi r.ﬁ :ﬁ\
plaintiff’s allegatlon is that the pl@iﬁtit@ﬂhﬂm ﬁ'-tg 'ﬁ'u'?" A
was reverted again in February, l984. Bewfi* or.
1/ z may, accepting the statement at the bar Gf "
counsel for the respondents 1 and 2 and on the Ehsmg"*\-: -
of the record, it is evident that the plaintiffyappI£Qﬁm;ﬁﬂwi
t has since been promoted to the post of Senior Clerk an@. *lru
so, no mandamus can be issued to the defendants/&espondﬁﬁﬁgf |
1 and 2 in that regard. However, it is made clear ‘that ;"
on t he basis ot statelnent Zc %r?asbao}rde observatlons have b@en '
made., ' - | | ‘
S, As regards‘remaining reliefs, we do not find a
fit case- where damages can be awarded without é&ny |
cogent and convincing evidence regarding administrative
lapses or laches on the part of resmondents 1 and 2,
"in not promoting the applicant/plaintiff as desired by
him. E—; 
. | |
6. The suit of the plaintiff/applicant, therefore, r‘.fi";t
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