CENTRAL AMMIHISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL, LUCKNCOW BENCH
&A Fo,250/1992
Iwckaow, this 20¢th day of Pebruary, 2003

Hon’bls Mr. Rafiguddin, JM
Hon’ble Mr. M.P. Singh, AM

Comti Prasad
EXIX/977, Imdra Vihar |
Aliganj Lucknos +s Applisant

{By Mr. 8. Bhatnagar, Advocate)

Versus
Unicn of India, through

1. Secretary
M/Agriculturdsdl New Delhi

2. Under Secretary
EIIZ Scction, Krishi Bhavan, New Delhi

3. Economlic & 3tatistical Advisor
Deptt. of Economics & Statistics
Hew Delhi

4. Chief Admn, Officer
Daptt.of Bconouics & Statistics,

Eew D2ihi X
(By Mr. %unll'ghaxma. Advocate)

Regpondents

DER{oral)

L

By iir. Rafiquddin

The applicant wap initially appointed on ¢the post
of Chowkidar with effect from 11.12.73. He came to be
pronoteé on the post of LDC in Becember, 1984 ands since
then hs has bsen working on that post. Name of the
epplicant was indicated at S1.H0.407 in the ssnioricy
list publlghed b; the respondents in February, 1286 in
wviich the date of promotion was also given as 22.12.84
(Annexure A-8 to the OA). The grievance of the applicant
in this OA is that he made representation datsed 3.2.88
clalming that very juniors to the applicant have been
give ptomotion years back while he was fully qualifieaq
fer promotion and there was nothing adverse on record
nor gommunicated at any point of time but his rightful

claim was ignored by giving promotion to ihe Jjuniors
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his date of prom tion being mentioned as 22.12.84 and he
vas given phe benefit thereafter, Applicant by means

of this OA has, therefore, sought direction to the
respondents not go give effect of the order changing

the nature of appointment on promotion to the post of

LDC on ad hoc basis from regular temporary basis and to
grant him the benefits at.ached to the post of LDC

with effect from the date his juniors were given promotion,

and algo to trest him as regularly promoted.

2. We have heard the counsel for the parties and peruged

the records.

3. Lesarned counsel for the applicant has conceded at

the bar that no junior person to the applicant has been
promoted by the respondents, therefore he doss not press

any relief on this ground. He however insists that the
applicent could be granted promotion on the post of LDC
w.e.£f. 22,12.84 as indicated in the provisional list dated
28.2.86/3.4.86, Annexure A-2 to the supplementary rejoinder
on the ground that vacancy against 5% quota for promotion
£from Group D to Group C was available in the year 1984 itself,
Regpondents have wrongly corrected the date of promoticn
from 22.12.84 to 10.9.87 in the seniority list dated

17.3.89 (Annexure A=3 to the OA), We find from the specific
plea taken by the respondents in para 6 of the CA that
regular/temporary vacancies against 5% quota from Group D
to Group C occurregmiiﬁthe year 1987 and accordingly the
applicant wag consigered and he was given promotion.

This fact has not been specificelly denied by the aﬁpiicant
in the rejoinder/supplementary rejoinder. Therefore, the
qusstion of gr mt of promotion to him in the year 1984

against 5% quota from Group D to Group C does not arise.
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Accordingly we do not £ind any merit in this CA and

the same dismissed. There will, however, be no order

&3 €0 costs.

\1d .
W 2 »@\Ww
(M.P, Singh) (Rafiquddin)
Memberx (A Member(J)

/etv/




