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K.P.ACW\RYA,V.C. 	 In this application under section 19 of 

the Administrative Tribunals Act,1985,the petitioner 

prays to quash the promotion of Opposite Parties 3 & 4 

contained in Annexure1 and to direct the Opposite 

parties 1 & 2 to give promotion to the petitioner to 

the Post of Assistant Station Director with all 

consequential service benefits, 

2. 	 Shortly stated,the case of the petitioner 

is that he is a ?roducer Grade II in Doordarshan 

Kendra.Some Pos:s of Assistant Station Director fell 

vacant and in order to adjudicate the suitability 

of different dncumbents,coming within the consideration 

zone relating to the vacancy of the year 1990,a 

LPntal promotion comrrittee was held on 6,5.1901 



S,5,1991.Cases of several incumbents were considered 

by the Comrittee including the Petitioner and 0P:p. 

Party Nos,3 and 4.Promotjon was ordered in favour of 

Opposite ?arties 3 and 4 and therefore,bejng aggrieved 

by the said order,the petitioner has invoked, the 

Jurisdiction of this Bench by filing the ap?ljcatjon 

under section 19 of the Administrative Tribunals Act in 

which the aforesaid prayer has been made•  

In their counter,the Opposite Parties maintain 

that the case fnej 	is liable to be 

iismissed becausecases of all the incumbents including 

the ?etitioner and Opposite Party Nos.3 and 4 were 

considered and though Opp,Party Nos,3 and 4 are juniors 

to the Petitior,they having been found to be suitable, 

were gis.en promotion in supersession to the claim of 

the present petitioner.HenCe it is finally maintained 

by the Opposite Parties that the cae being devoid of 

merit is liable to be dismissed, 

We have heard Mr,G,A.R,Dora learned counsel 

appearing for the Petitioner and Mr.Akshya Kumar MiSra,learned 

Additional Standing Counsel (Central). 

AdmItted case of the parties before us U 

that,Opposite Party Nos,3 and 4 are juniors to the  

Petftioner.Further admitted case of the parties before 

uS is that cases of several officers were considered by 

the Departmental Promotion Committee including the 

cases of the petibioner and Opposite Party NoS,3 and 4. 

: 



The Departmental Promotion Committee having opined 

that Opposite Party Nos3 and 4 are suitable and 

that the :etjtjoner Was not suitable for the 

promotional post, in questionthe coneerned authority 

had no other option but to promote Opp.Party Nos.3 

and 4. Law is well settled that a particular officer 

cannot claim promotion as a matter of right but 

he has a right to Say that his case must be 

considered.As stated earlier,the case of the petitioner 

and Opp,Party Nos.3and 4 wee considered and the 

Committee came to conclusion that Opp,Party Nose  3 and 

4 were suitable and the petitioner Was not suitable. 

Therefore,in no circumstances,this conclusion arrived 

at by the Departmental ?romotion Committee can be 

interfereGklby a Court unless there is a plea of mala 
tll- 

fide against any of the authorities or the Meirerof 

the Departmental promotion Committee.No such case 

was put up by the Petitioner.Therefore,we are of 

opinion that in the aforesaid facts and circumstances, 

this Bench cannot interfere even thouh 't 1Dora learned 

counsel appearing for the petitioner had strenuously 

urged before us that the Station Djrector,Smt.Bjna Pati 
LtC ))yV 	 LLct-tL- 

had given /Jtjaejà.zc to the petitioner in an iloiea-1 

term.about his performance. 
V 

a 



fr- 

4 

Be that as it rnay,keeping/the aforesaid 

settled position of law which was rightly and fairly 

not disputed at the Bar,e cannot extend our hands for 

interfernce,Thus,prayer of the petitioner on this 

account stands rejected, 

It was next submitted by Mr.ora that 

the petitioner has since been given promotion to the 

post of Assistant Director,on adhoc basis,wjth effect 

from June,1993 and therefore,the authorities should 

consider his regularisetion. We feel tha there is 

substantial force in the contention of Mr.Dora that 

promotion of the petitioner to the Post of Assistant 

Station ..'irector must have been given ajnst a 

sanctioned post though on adhoc basisIf such promotion 

has not been given as a stopgap arrangementf,in the 

place of somebody going on leave etc.,then the case 

of the petitioner should be considered for regularisacion 

against the vaant post if any arising after 5.11.1990 

and we hope and trust while considering this aspect,the 

concerned authority would take into account the 

provisions contained in Rule 2.4.1 of the office 

Memorandum issued by the Departrnent.f Personnel and 

Treining vide letter dated 10th March,1989 on the 

subject "Procedure to be observed by Departmental 

Promotion Committee" or Mr.Dora urged before us that 

Rule under Article 309 published in the Extraordinary 

Gazette dated November 5,1990 styled as Indian Broadcasting 

?rescred Service Ru].e,1990 forming subject matter of 
- ' 



Annexure 6 should also be taken into 	iderUM 

while comply'ing/the direction of this Bench.Te 

hope and trust,the concerned au.hority would also 

takento consideration the provisions contained 

under the Rules stated above. 

a. 

	

	Thus, the application is accordingly 

djsosed of.No Cot
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