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f!i© aippilcant m ©  initially appointed on the post 
©f Cl20”̂ki.<3©r ^ith effect fro© llel2.73« He c s m  to ba 
prc^aoted on tl^ post of LDC in ©eoeaber, 1934 anda ©inca 
than hm h®© been working on that poet. Saiaa of the 
eppilcsisst ^a© indicated at Sl,Ho.<IOf ±n the ssniorlty 
list publlshad b/ the respondents in February, 1S36 in 
tjMch th3 date of promotion was also given as 22.12.34 
(Annexure A-3 to the OA). Ths grievance of the applicant 
in this OA is that he made representation dated 3.2.83 
clalmin.^ that very Juniors to the applicant have been 
give ptoiRotlon years back while ha was fully qualified 
for proraotlon and there was notliln^ adverse on record 
nor oonanunlcated ©t sny point of time but M s  rightful 
clsien «?as i^ored by giving promotion to the juniors
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hie date of prcro tlon being mentioned as 22.12,84 end 
^®s 0i ^ n  |ihe ben®£lt tl^reafter* Applicant by means 
of this has# therefore, sought direction to tl^ 
respondents not go giv© effect of th© order changing 
th© nature of ©ppointifflsnt on promotion to the post of 
LDC on ad hoc basi® frc»n regular tSR^rary basis and to 
grant him the benefits atutched to the post of LDC 
larith effect frc»n the date his Jiiniors were gi^en promotion^* 
©nd ®l®o to tre®t hire as regularly promotedo

2c W@ have l^ard th© counsel for the parties and perused
tfes r©cord®e

3« l«®am®d counsel for the applicant has coneeded at
the bar that no junior person to t>» applicant has been 
promoted by the respondents, therefore he does not press 
©ay relief on this ground. He however insists that the 
appi&icant could bs granted promotion on the post of LDC 
??•©.£« 22*12.84 as indicated in the provisional list dated 
28e2o@S/3«4.86, Annexure A~2 to the supplementary rejoinder 
on tl^ ground that vacancy against S% quota for proEQOtion 
^rom ©roup D to Group C was available in the year 1984 itself. 
Respondents have wrongly corrected the date of promotion 
frca 22«12,84 to 10.9,87 in the seniority list dated 
17.3,8© (Ann©^© A-3 to the QA), We find from the specific 
pie© taken by th© respondents in para 6 of tJ® CA that 
E®gular/t®H^rary vacancies against 5% quota from ©roup D 
t® Group C occurred in the year 1987 and accordingly the 
applicant was considered and he was given prcxaotion.
This fact has not been specifically denied by the applicant 
in th© rejoinder/supplementary rejolndero “fherefore, the 
question of gr sbt of promotion to him in the year 1984 
against 5% quota from Group D to Group C does not arise.
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According!!.do not find any merit in this QA and 
saiae Si@misse<3« There «rill, however« b@ no order 

&Q to costso

(MoPo Singh) (Rafiquddln)
Member(Al Iteial3er(J)
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