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Keepers gnd their juniors were promntedi.. :
writ petition before the High Court.whichﬁx#g
of law, has been transferred to this trihuﬁ&* *U'i__
have prayed that a mandamus be issued commandfégghi;
the respondents to promote the applicants)ant

A mandamus be also issued commnanding the raspopy=n_

to promote the applicants and place them in the %_'
promotion list at their appropriate place and thﬁ‘ ?',
order dated 5.4.84 and the promotion list, issued ..
under it , in which the applicants' names do not |
find place, be quashed. &

2% The respondents have resisted the claim i'ﬁlﬁf
of the applicants and have pointed out that the pﬂ@ﬁ*
of Store Superintendent is a selection post &nd, Wl A |
the promotion is made strictly on the basis of m@ﬁﬁﬂm

which is adjuged by the Departmental Promotion Gbmmﬁif%

T —

which consists cof senior officers and the epplicants! _g.-gé-l

case was considered by the Departmental ﬁromotidn’ fé;lu

- Committee in the year 1982 but in view af tha fact, |

& that the applicants did not come within th& ﬁligﬂ
criteria, that is why they were nnt ﬁramg 3rﬁﬁguf.

= ‘P >3
in the year 1984 those a@r-&?ﬂ@‘ who ‘ffdi‘fn
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althﬁugh the applicants have -made Vﬁr? ( 3

in this behalf, This discriptive denial appﬁar- £
a denial, Although it being a sétectlonjp03ﬁ~ﬁ;ﬁﬁﬁ

r';;;‘

applicants are obviously not eéntitled to gat_prqutiﬁn

by way of right, As the selection was based on .4‘
criteria 'merit-cum seniority' and the appllcants
were lower in merit, the others were promoted and the

2pplicants cannot claim for the said post and if the

re— 0

others were promoted W1thftrospect1ve effect, the samﬁ

cannot be challenged, But one thingg remains that

if a person, who had a low merit and had an adv&rsﬁ;ﬁwaﬁf

remerk, has been promoted, the applicants! case was
better than him znd their case will be considered
and the respondents are directed to hold a review
Deportmental Promotion Committee to consider the
record of the spplicantsalong with the record of said
beHN,Chaturvedi, If the case of the applicants is
found better than the others, they may also be

given promotion with retrospective effect, Let

@ review DPC be held within a period of three montﬁa.
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