-1

RESERVED
CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE THIEUNAL, ALLAHABAD af;;::;“
Registration T,A No.1035 of 198
ATun Kumar Srivastaya eeses Plaintiff
Versus
Union of India & Others gy Pl Dafendants. \

Hun.G.S.Sharma,J.M.
‘Hpn,K,J.Haman,A.N.

( By Hon.K,J,Raman,a,m, )

This is a suyit originally filed in the Court of
Munsif,Gerakhpur in November,1964 and since transferred
to this Tribynaj under section 29 of the Administratiye

Tribunals Act XIII of 1985,

2% The Eiéintiff's case is thgt he was appointed as

a Stenographer by the Deputy Director of Addit in 1982 and
thereafter he passed the exanination of B.Con.II in June,1983
and intimated this fact to the officasps Concerned, (On becoeming

2 graduate, he ywas posted as Auditor and was absorbed as Auditer
after passing the Departmental Confirmatory Examinatien held

in 1983, In 1984, 80% of the strength of Auditors was upgraded
as Senior Auditor, The Plaintiffis contention is that under

C & A,G,'s circular dated 28.12,62,(copy of which is net found in

for the PuUrpose of seniority as Auditoer and, accerdingly

cuntd.....,.Z,
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88 Senipp Auditgr

he was entitleq to be promoted

with effect from 1.3,.84, He stateas that about 12

araduation only,

Iti g alleged that 2
Tepresentatign dated UG5S

to the appellate
authﬂrity)a COPY of which is Not among

the Rapers
» had begnp withheld,

The daintiep 2g0a8in meade
Fepresentation for Promotion for the

against a3 1

=

time being
Ve vacancy and Promotion tg

of Section O0fficer, byt this y

as not done, It is
also contended that

treated apd P2id as Sgnigp Auditor yith

‘Consequentig} .
benefits with effect

P
from 1.3.84.

In the written statement, the de fendants
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eniopr Auditgrp

he was entitled to be HTomoted a5 ¢
Wwith effect from 1.2,84,

He states that about 12
(0 f [iisis NSC 1

uitﬁ effect from 1,7

23,84 Urongfully ignoring the

He avers that hig represe
28,2.84 in this

Plaintiff,

ntation dateq
'®gard was not dgreed ta and it was

stated that he wguld get his

Senicrity fpgm the date
of his graduatign ORLYySS ST alleged that a

authoritx)a COpy of which jg Not among the papgrs

Filed, hag been withheld,

The daintire 20381in made

€ Pepresentstign for PTomoticn for the time being

against g legye Vacancy and Promotign

to the post
of Section UFFicer,

for
under C g& A,GC s Circularp

dated 23,7.84, The religf Riayedifiontiaiepon a
declaratign tha

c

treated and

P2id as Sgpigp Auditor with Consequentig]l
&
benefits with effect from 1 3,84,
L In the written statement the de Pendante
have



It is denied

.3.8&

Was not g representatian, but it yas only a request

for personal hearing, 1t 1s explained that tthD,P.ﬁ.

Seniopr Auditgrp

result of relaxation of the condition of

3 years

While press

wd

ing his claim for pProm

otion with effect
from S84
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the arguments started in the forencon, When the
hearing was resumed in the afternoon session,
learned counsel for the plaintiff was neither present
nor available, but had left an application for
adjournment, Learped counsel fgr the de fendants
drew attention to order dated 9,1,87 when it uas
made clear that ng further adjournment shsll be
allowed, Even after that, tne case wsas adjourned
several times gn the Fequest of the lezrpnad counsel
for the applicant, In the circumstancas, there was
No justification fgr allouing more time, The
plaintiff was houweyer allowed to tile 3 written
argumeént, it he sg gesired within a wesk, Houwever,
even after the 8Xpiry of a longer period, no such
argument has been filed by or on behalf of the
plaintiff, It appears, in the circumstances, that
the plaintiff is not keen to press further arguments
and therefors the case is being decided gn the basis

of the records,

e As already detailed above, the case of
the plaintiff is that for his seniority as Auditor,
his service gas Stenographer should he Counted in
Full, The case of the defendants is that his
Service as Stenographar will count far seniority

as Auditor only from the date of his graduation,
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rational@ of the ordep prescribing thig criterion, Even a Copy qo
i

af the bircular dated 28.12,62,doex not @ppear ro have been

filed by the applicant, It @ppears that graduatey

for the plaintiff,

ot
{ (% It is further nNeticed that eyen the condition nf}ﬂ years

i=td
qualifying service for prometion as Senier has besn relaxed angd the
plaintiff has been admittedly promoted in 1985, This ought to haye

Censiderably lessened the grievance of the plaintiff,

8, Cunaidaring all

the circumstances and fer the reasans
stated above, we find no justification fop interference in this

case, which is accerdingly dismissed, Thers will be ne erder as te

Costs, @EM Q’&‘M&

___Nember—(7)

Member(J)

Dated: the 3¢ ¢t Feb,1989,
RKM



