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-h· . ~9 oppli.c t·on nde~ soction 19 of the 

Adni•,istr~tive Trib nels Act, i965 ~-as b~on f"il d by 

on Nnr t:Ji ng2l posted s ss is tent Acco ht s Cff ic _r, 

GeologicJl :Jur te: of India, Aliga n:, Lucknow . The 

gri~vence e,c~ ressed b~ him is that he ~es due to be 

pron~ted as pay end Account Officer but neither pron lion 

he~ bEen ~iven t0 him nor hi~ reque?t for posting t 

ltcknou hes been acceded to. The ~1 eding a-e com~leto , 

therefore, we have heard the learned counsel of the partie 

on the merits of the case. 

.... 

. ~ . The co nter ffidevit mentions th t the applic~nt 

c~ul1 not be posted at Lucknou becuase of thE option 3i en 

by his seniors for posting at Lucknow. Ue are not vory 

sure about this becauso we find a n allegation in para- !) 

that one Y . P. :lherma opted for hi3 J:"Osting at All~h~bed 

but instead of adhering to hiS option, he uas posted t 

Lucknou. Therefore, we do not know ~s to row and uhy 

the a, ~lic~nt could not be accommodated at L ckno~. ~till 

houev r, wa fool th t oJr interference in tho m_ttor of 

t ing • not coll cd for • It 5hould be left to th 
ro l 

cH creticn of t e a, pointing author ity. B t., u f il to 

l nder t nd a!:l to nd on wh t , rincit::-le, th r 1 ic nt 
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h 5 b n en . ed 0 r hi ~ r r 0 t 0 n n h o t of 

nd Ac-o~nt Cfficer from the due ate. At lc~sL n~lhi r~ 

he~ b en bro ght on r co c uh·c c uld j u tify the denial 

o '"' prorf"oti!:ln to the at pli.c nt . We do not undorst nd on 

what b i- it h ~ been lleged in paro -28 thct the 

~etitioncr is deemed to hn c foregone his prcnotion. 

We do find on record that option of th applica nt _s 

calltd for a choice of stat·an of posting . Howev~r , we 

do not see any orfgr of ap~oint ent available on record . 

urprisingly , it has no~ baen mentioned either in the 

c unter aff idavit that an offer of promotion with poslinJ 

at a station other than Lucknou was severed on the applicant 

end he did not comply with the same . We may also obse~ e t 

that mere o~fer of appointment will not be sufficient . The 

appointing 3 thority has to specifically ~ive notice to 

the applicant that in case the o~fer of rromotion is 

not acted t~on, the right of the arplicent to the promoted 

po~t ~ill stand forefcited till the next selection. fhere-

fo:-e, we 3rc con!)treincd to c:_, that the action a~ the 

respondents i9 open to questJon in dcnjin~ the promotion 

to th~ applicant to th~ post of pay and Account Officer 

from due date . Ue may also obser e in ~assinQ th~t the 

claim petition has not be prope~ly·drafted. The pleading9 

of the perties however , bring it out clearly that the 
. 

applicant ' s ri~ht to promotion is being wrongl denied to 

him, therefore we c-nsider it necessary to ad udic~~e 

l pon t..he same in a clear rna met'. 

3 . ln the result, ye hereby ollou thi~ ~ t"tion 

in . a t ard d "roct the respondento to accord the promotion 

to the applica nt with all con9eq en~ial benefits to the 
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po t or pay and Account ffic~r frow d~e dat forthu lh . 

The claim petition in re pect of his ch i-c in po ting 

at luck row is left to be conuidered by the competent 

aJthority in a feir and impart·al mann-r. ihe petition 

is accordinqly disposed of. ~~rties to bear their oun 

• 

costs. 
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