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! Sudhir Kunar Bhatnogar Applicint
f versus
f g Union of India & othars ‘ Kespondents,

Hon, Mr., Justice U.C, Srivastava, V.C.
Hon, Mr, £. Obayya, Adm., Member,

(Fn., Mr.Jus-ice U.C. Srivastava, V.C.)

The applicent was appointed as District
Savings Officer inthe year 1975 against clear vacancy
after due selection.According tothe appliccnt he was

due for promotion inthe year 1977 as his juniors
were confirmed in the year 1978, the applicant was

not confirmed. In the gradatiocn list the applicant
was shown junior to chem. In the year 1986 the post
of District Saving Officer beczme All India Regicnal
Servi e.in the c¢radation list the creteria for
seniority was saic tobe length of continuous service
in the said post but the said list was withdrawn

and fresh list issued on 18.4.E8 inwhich ap»nlicant
ranked senior to opposite parkties 4 to 14. Ancther
gradation list was circulatec on 12/13.10.88 in which
the applicant was shown junisr Lo respondents 4 to 14
The applicaft preferred representstion against his
supersession in this manner and failing toget relief,
the applicant has approached the Tribunal with the

orayer that :h ' gradation list may be dquashed and the

respondents be directed to assign the seniority on the




continuocus
basis of length of/service in accordance with the

principles/guidelines which have been lzid down in
Annexure -~10 and no promotion be made to the next
higher post without determining thz seniority of the
aposlicant,

stated
2. The respondents nava/that the gradation list
of vis.rict Savings OUfficer was prepeared ¢n regional
Lasis andafter eligibility was prepared on all Ingia
basis. Neither the applicant, noc t he respondents
4 to 14 were declarea confirmedt ill 1.7.78. The
applicant was confirmed with effect from 1.1.1982,
whereas the respondents 4 to 14 were confirmed much

being
prior to the applicant. The re-as>n/thet earlier hig

Case was also considered by the D.P.C. which dig not find

him fit for confirmation and that is why he was not

promoted. ihe applicant was still facing disciplinary

proceedings andthe disciplinsryproceedings were wiped

out and the applicent was exonerated. When the cquestion q
of confirmation arose there was no adverse remarks and
adve.se remarks were not communicated to him. In view

of he fact that -re spplicant was cleared from the guilt
and thedisciplinary authority while considering the

ceae, did not take this fact into consideration.

Accordingly, the respondents are directed to corvena

§ review D.P.C. within a period of 3 months ang to

Ie-consider the cate Of the applicant for confirmation

from due date without taking into consideration at all



) .

that he faced any Jdisciplinary proceedings. In case
the applicant is found fit for confirmation, ke may
be confirmed from due dste and he will be given seniority
and promotion to which he may be entitled. No order

#s to costs,
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