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JUDGEMENT

Shri AV Haridasan, 3JM

The applicant uha is a Deputy Offica Superintendent
Level II, Audit»'.Sectinn, in the Office of ths Collector of
Central Excise (Headquarters), Kochi is aggrieved by suberQ
session in thevmatter of promotion by ﬁis juniors in the
cadré of Inspector of Central Ekﬁise. By ordef dated
10.6.1991 at Annexure A7, 20 persons including respondents
S to.B who accofding to the applicant are juniors to him
Qere promoted to the grade of Inspector of Central Excise
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while he was not promoted. Being aggrieved by this supersession,’
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the applicant made a representation dated 4.9.1991 at

Annexure AB to the respondsnt No.2 requesting that in view

of the judgement\af this Tribunal in OAK 571/88 disposed

of on 23.6.1990, he may be cop$idered and promoted on a

date enterior to the date of promotion of his juniors. 1In
response to this representation, the applicant was served
with the impugned order dated 11.11.1991 at Annexure Ag
issued by the respondent No.1 who ;s an authority subordinate
to respondent No.é. The grievance of the applicant is that
the respondent No,1 Qas not the competent authority to
dispose of his representation which was madé to the respondent
No.2 and the action eon the part of respondent No.1 to take

a decision at his levgl without even fabuarding the same to
the respondent Ng.2 is arbitrary and ifrationa;. The
applicaqt has, therefore, filed this applicatién.for various
reliefs including one for & direction to respondent N§.1 to
promote him to the post of Inspector of Central Excise with
effect from tbe date of prqmotion of his juniors, i.e.

respondents 5 to B8 and to adjust his seniority accordingly.

2. When the matter came up for admission, the counsel

‘nn either side agreed that it would be appropriate if the
application is disposed of with a direction to the respondent
N3.2 to consider ths representation of the applicant dated

4.9.1991 at Annexure AB and dispose of the same expeditiously,

3.

In view of the above submission, we admit the
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application and dispocse of the same directing respondent
No.1 to forward the representation of the applicant dated

4.9.1991 to the respondent No.2 forthuith, if not already

forvarded earlier and the second respondent to dispose of

the representation after due consideration in accordance
with lay within a period of two months from the date of

receipt of this order.

10 order as to costs.
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JUDICIAL MEMBER ADMINISTRATIVE MEMBER
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