CE.IVHAL uJLIdefdnflvg T.I2unAL, LuSiii0.; BENCH LUCKGND ..
Oerneal0,230 of 1990. |
A,T.Thomas...........;.............Applicant.
Versus

vnion of India & others ........s..+ Bespondents,

Hon'ble iir,Justice UJGl.,Srivastava,v.C,.

fon'ble ii JKeObayyasdeius

(By ..onttle ilr,Justice U.G.Srivastava,V.C.)

Tne 2oolicant, ~ho entered the [iilitary
Engineer sorvices os Lo.er Jivision Glerk after
intervening ,.romotions .hich he z2lso got by passing
the degarthentcl examnination, ..ics opted for promotior
in the Cffice Superintendent Cadre and he becane
fulifledge meunber of Dffice Superintenzent Cadre,

In the All Indis seniority of Stenogr:>hers'list,
the nzme of the applicant wos shown at S.Ho.56.
The Departmentzl Lromotion Co.unittee selected the
aoplicant :ond promoted him to the post of Office
superintendent C-dre II 2nd his name .»s shown at
S.No.18. Subsciuently & person who is junior to the
applicont, was promoted to the post of Office
Superintendent Gmdde I from the nost of Office e
Superintendent Grade-II and the name of the applicant
was by-passed, Jhen the applicant contacted the
authority concerne&, he .:@s told that the notional
seniority n:s been civen to the persons junior to
the applicant and as such they were >romoted, The
name of such juniors hive =1so baen siven by jhe
cpplicant. After exhausting departmental remedy, the
opplicant filed representation agaihst the same

At rity concern.d
before the/army Headquarter vhich .25 clso distissed.
Thereafter, the cpplicant zoproached this tribunal
making the grievance of non-consideration of his

case and promotion to the juniors :nd in “his



- 2"
connection, a reference has been made to the

decided by :he Central Administrative Tribune

Bench, fhe applicant has prayed that a direct
issued to the respondents to promote him to t
higher post of sdministrative Officer Grade=-!
give ¢ll the service benefits to him from the
which tﬁe oersons junior to him were promotet
directi?n be -1so issued to the respondents -
the comélicnce of the judgment dated 5,12,86.
by the ﬁentral Administrative Tribunal ,kiadra:
the otﬂer orders including rejection of his .

_tion be s1so queshed.

2. 1 The res>ondents have resisted the cl
of the; avpllcant and justified iheir action
that alnotlonal seniority was given to the g
who we#e juniors and consequently, they bec:c
to +he3aoplicani that is why they were prot
to the higher grade. The liadras Tribunal diz
the departmenu not to fix interse seniority
bcsis ?f notional promotion and further dir:
the department 2o fix the seniority of‘the
taking into account the period of their off
on thé sost of Office Superintendent Jrade |
adhocéb~sis. In this case, discriﬁination ¢
done to the applicant and a favour has alsc
to thé respondents, Accordingly, this appli
is aliowed ‘o *he extent that on the besis
notio?al seniority, which was not rightly ¢
to thé juniors, t'ie aﬁplicant cannot be p 3¢
I* is clso directcd that ¢ review D.P.C. s!

'consider the ccse of the aoplicant and sha!

i rf‘om o
the dais s juniors have been 7o
nd 'he Spplicar
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be distUrb
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Let it be done i%i%hin a period of three months from

the date of communication of this order, No order

‘/\_{/VW},. | LM
’)L/ VIGE GHAIRLAN.

LEGEER(A)
JAaTade JULY. 15,1992

as to costs.
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