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CENTHAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL, ALLAHABAD BENGH,

ALLAHABAD
Dated= Allahabad 'this u;??-w?:--day of. lWﬁ?ﬁlggé

Hon'ble Dr. R.K.Saxena, JM
Hon'ble Mr D.S.Baweja, AM

ORIGINAL APPLICATION NO. 1174 OF 1987

Ghanand Juyal aged about 47 years,
Stenographer, Office of the C.W.E.(P)

Factory Raipur, District Dehradun - PETITIONER

(By Advocate Sri B.P.Srivastava)
Versus

e T i S e -

l. The Union of India through the Secretary
Mind stry of Defence, New D elhi

2. The Engineer In Chief, Coordination and
Personnel Directorate, Army Head Quar ters,
DeHeQs, P.O. NewDelhi - RESPONDENTS

(By Advocate Sri N.B.Singh)

OQRBRDER

(By Hon'ble Dr. R.K.Saxena, JM)

This O.A. has been.filed by hanand Juyal
claiming his promotion totthe post of Office Superintendent

Grade II with effect from 1975 and seeks quashing of

Annexure-2 dated 24.3.87.

24 dhe brief facts of the case are that the
applicant was appointed as Stenographer under the

Respondent No.2 on 22.7.64, At the time of joining

service, the Stenographers Grade III were eligible for

Promotion to the post of ﬁﬂstant Incharge,

= tee02,

A



*"A.I..—

i wer e
acancies
of the v
xtant Rules, 10%
to the e
According

-2-

e
sts wer
to the po
le 90%
the Stenographers whi S
- Roaster '
arked i
W e Division Clerks  ar
ﬁmd:&ppar j to the said o
W while the s
and ac i
o d to the Stenograp S
s U.De Ce
Tk ;er,were fixed for | e
nec o
he vaca oy
e had avenue of pro .. .
B is Rule hav
g . Despite this
harge.
istant Inc
Assls

time to
d from

amende

Rules were al so

The

h&ISt

tenograp

of S

de
tlme

2
f
m e
e 5

p= -4
-
- g
-9

-_-

-

-9

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-9

-9

-

= a9

- 9

- e

-.-'

Stem'
i from il
omotion fromione
from U.D.Ce. E::_._._.-‘
- n bl Lol el
Promou?'o"i"'t- ¢ ™ o™ -
Year -."h.-.-‘-‘
. 475 ¢
-7D
1970 - 39
1975 4 6
1980 i : o,
1%2 ml | m.u.m;m.—--.-‘-‘-%
1%5 el el T 2l el b Bl R 250k .
-iﬂ-.ﬂl.-'t 1," 14]_2 sop o G g I
A o Sadf it has
ﬂ.-.-. s
J is of these figures,
o basis
On the
3e

f
of 10% o
the ratio

the applicant that

by

rred

been ave

hexs was
grap

he Steno

for promotion to t

d fo

armarke

posts e

E
[ ]

-

s



@

the applicant were that ei ther the LUePeC. had no sitting

or the Rules were amended. Becayse of this fluctuating

,ﬂituation. the applicant claims to haye suffered by

not being Promoted. He has, therefore, filed this Q.A.

with the reljef ds are alreddy disclosed,
4, The Respondents contested the case by
filing the

Affidavit of Sri S.N.Gupta,

DY. CtW&Ec (P)'
Dehradun, in

which it is contended that it was incorrect

to say that the quota for promo tion to the Office supdt. |

g
Grade II has not been adhered to.! The Respondentsg

Pleaded that UeD.

Office Superintendent Grade II. Before the Year 1985,

the Stenographers wer e

The ratfe of 9, was always observed whenever

Promotions were made from feeder channel s of UD.C.

St®fographers, It is a1 claimed that since the

applicant hag based his relief on the meeting of u.D,C.
whi ch hag taken place in the year 1980, the O
barred by limi tation,

eAs 1is
The plea of the Bespondents is

also to the effect that the old Rul es have RO relevance

and there is no merit in the Case of the appli cant,
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in different Years,has been disputed and the Respondents
gave their own figures which were claimed to be auth#ntic.-

Fhey arei-
Year Total U, C.Sel ected Steno. sekected
'-t‘t"t‘c‘-l”?&?gs‘j‘-‘?—t-t---i—--o"t* Ty ey m - = - o™
Upto 1975 314 283 31

1980 286 246 40

19825 135 129 6

1985 201 186 15
-'-i‘t-t'—'.-.-l-'-t-i—t-.-i"i"‘d-l-i-i-l-'-i-i-i-i-i"'f-l-l-i-

=l

6o By m these figures, it has been asserted

that the quota fixed for Stenographer was accurately filled
UPe
7o The applicant submitted Rejoinder which runs

into 46 pages and the facts which had been mentioned in

the OQA'} wer e I‘e.’l.tera'ted.

8o This matter relates to the year 1987 and had
been pending for long. After the year 1993, the matter
was listed for final hearipg on 31.1.96, 19.2.96 and
2B+2,96. Again when the case was taken up on 19.2.96, none
was present for the applicant and when the Bench started
going through the averments and the arguments of the

Counsel;( for the Respondents, it was disclosed by the

Learned Counsel for Re spondents that the Gunsel for the
applicant is busy im High Gourt and adjournment was sought.

7
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The matter being very old, it was adjourned to 28,2.96 with
the directions that final hearing should be done on the

subsequent date and no adjournment would be allowed. Again
on 28.2.96 none appeared for the applicant while Sri S.K.=
Anwar, Proxy. Counsel to Sri NeBsSingh, who was representing
the Responden'l:?’ was present. We proceeded with the case and
heard the Proxy. ®unsel on behalf of the Respondents . The
judgement was reserved. We waited for the Counsel for the
applicant to submit his arguments after 28.2.96 but nei ther
he came nor was any submission made orally or in writing

in this cases We ar@ deprived of hearing the arguments

of the Oounsel for gpplicant. In this case, it would be

Proper to reproduce the reliefs which have been claimed

by the applicant. They are :-
n
(a) That a declaration may issue to declare

that the petitioner be considered for
Promotion for the post of office
Superintendent Grade II with effect from

1975 when the D.®, C. ought to have been

considered. his case and in any case from
1978 and 1979

(b) That a declaration may issue to quash
the order dated 24th March, 198‘?}

Annexure I1.

(c) That a declaration may issue to declare
that &he petitioner be promoted to the
pos t of Office Superintendent Grade II
wi th retrospective effect from the date
when the junior most U.D.C. was promoted
as Office Superintendent Grade II in the
year 1975 and the petitioner be given all
the benefits and privileges of the
continuity of post of Office Superintendent
Grade II.

(d) That any other suitable oxder, direction or
declaration may be issued which this Hon'ble
Tribunal may deem just and proper in the
Circumstances of the case.

(e) That the costs of the present petition may

also be awardeiio the petitioner*”
6
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9. The perusal of the citation of the reliefs speaks
that (a) and (c) are related to one point i.e. the promotion
be directed to be g¥en to the applicant with effect from
197 or atleast from the date when Junior U,D,C., was given
promotion in the year 1975, It is to be kept in mind that
0.,A, was filed in the year 1987, If the authorities
concerned had any bias against the Stenooraphers in general
or the applicant in particular;and the promotion was denied
to the said category,the matter ought to have been agitated
well within the time, We have already mentioned that no
body had appeared on behalf of the applicant for making
arguments, then we go through the averments made by the
applicant, we also find the denial of those facts in the
counter-reply, The Proxy. Counsel argued on behalf of the
Respondents that in whatever year the promotions were
granted to the U,D,C, the case of Stenographerswas also
considered and in Paragraph No,25 those figures which hav
been extracted earlier, are also given, 1In this way, :‘fe
generalisation of the problem that the Stenographers we

not promoted, is not established, The applicant in *

guise of this generalisation is disclosing his own suqn,; =

It has not been mentioned as to who were othergtsnographers

in the different years and who were considered for promotion
and finally selected. Since there is no averment on behalf

of the applicant, there is no reply on behalf of the

Respondents as well. If the applicant was due or not for
. A

the promotion,is nol clear. In case the applicant is seeki °

his promotion from 1975, the O.A. is barred by limitation-

19. The second relief of the applicant is to quasj_:x,‘

the order of 24,3.87 Annexr e = 2. Vhen we go thxo'ugh
this Annexure, we find that Annexure-2 is the remi'nder of

representation made on 24.3.89 by the applicant. 1 Thus

there can be no declaration to quash the reminder of the

r epr esentation. In case the applicant actuallz prays for
of v

quashment of the remindenir epr esentation, ltmeans that
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that the applicant is coming with the plea that the
promotiong should not be given to him. Thus this relief

cannot be granted in any form.

11. Any way, on the consideration of the facts

and circumstances of the case, we are of the view that

there is no merit in the case, Fhe 0,A. is, therefore,

dismissed. Cost made easé.
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