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d/y' BEFd&E THE CAT , ALLAHARAD - LUCKNG: bENCH

THE CMA No.aért1 QF 1990 IN TA NO, 788/1987 LUECIDED
(U BYQHON'BLE TATHUNAL ON 28TH JUNE 1988

Shri Bharat Bhushan J.De DE, #inistry of Defence 17 Carrippa
Road Lucknow Cantonment sece P2t it ioner

. VErsus

1, Union of In<ia, through Secretary ifin. of Defe-
e

Shri NeNe Yonra- New D

e D

3 N
1h esnn&Sponaents

2s The UPSG , through 3Jec, = 5Shrl S.K. Lale
Dholpur house 3hahjahan Rd, New Jelhi.

3. The DG, DE, = Shri K.i., Sebastian,- Sector-I
Jest 3lock-IV, Re.K. Pur~m, New Delhi,

X 4, Cabinet 5ec. - epptsscte.= 3hri VC Pandey-
< ' PM Secretariatg ew Delhi.

54 Hon'ble Defence Minister-Lr Réjeramanna-
G of I New Delhi

S e, P P S e, o, o e I S, o il ot

- The applicant suomits that :=
Annexure'At {i) WVide decision ibid Annexure 'A' = inter-alia -

(@) The senior administrative srade promotions in 1985
Annexure 'B3181C! - Annexures 'B! & 'C'- were all to be reviewsd,
(b} He was to e considered for the senior acdministrative
< jrade upon such review,
o .(c) His seniority vis-a-vis one shri 3.R. Lakshmanan
Ann, 'R fisuring in Snn, 'B!' even in the Junior acminis<irative
\ v grade itself -feeder of the senior administrative pac
promotions ibid - wés to be re-determined a~fresh,
(ii) Gonsecuently promotion to the L3, U% post of. one 3hri
Ann, 10 Keiie Sebastien done in 1987 £nn. W' beore the decision
ibid directing review of its feeder 1985 scnior administra
tive grade oromotiomjwes sutomatically to be reconsidered
when such review was completed,

,tqc (iii)respondents tili date have not reviewed 1985 senior
aaministrdtive grade promotions - shortly called SAG
hereon = ibid viz. feeder grade for the promotions to the
hijher Director Genserel, Defence Zstates-DGDE- post,
(iv) respondents have till date not consicered the auplicant
for the SAG in 1985 =~ which is fesder grade for higher
DEE posts

\ . . ~ i . S .
(V} senlorlty ot taiae appllcant over spri Lakshmanan is yeﬁ

Gontd, coe 2,/"
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(vi)
vii)
viii)
= B g
Anne %21
ix)

Anns, 1F1&1G?

%
'..Io
S

i)

ii)

yndettrmined even in the Junior Administrative Grade = JAG=
F

which' itself is feeder grade of tne 1985 SAG proaotions ibic

respondents have till date not reconsicered promotion to
the DG UE post of Shri Sebestian which is direct conssquence
ofwview of 1985 feeder 3AG promctions and have not evean

considered the applicant for SAG promotiong in 1985,

ey .

respondents particularaly respdt, Noe D shri 3Sebastian ;
wantonly ijnoring these legal requirementj, have held
fur ther PG in 1990 or there-abduts for promotion to DIDE
post with no review of feeder 1985 SAG promotions, with

n¢ consideration even of the applicant for 1985 feeder grec
3AG promotion and no settlement of the apolicant's seniority
over shri Lakshmenan in JAG ,

L

said shri Lakshmanan was wrongly incluced in zone of
considerction for 1990 DGDE oromotion DPC proceeding as
per list of officers - Ann.'E' when till date his seniority
is yet unfinalised even in the JAG = tvio steps below the -

: DE position,

respdts, have ignored applicant's reguests dt 2¢2-908& 2=3-90
Anns, 'F'&'G' not to process/approve 1990 DG DE UPC procee-
ding in the presence of above legal and factual lacunae,
narming his service interests illegally ,

Shri senastian's promotion to &G DE is further subject to
Hont'ble $.C. decision as per para 5 of CAT Jammu decision
dt 2-11-87 in snother separate OA No. 16@- JRK/87, presiced
over by Hon'ble chairman , CAT himself , and

Shri sepastian's processing himself 1990 DPG proce:ding ibic
renders it ell the mo¥e unlawful,
Prayer
The applicant thus respect fully prays that
pdts: be restrained from ap ,rov1“g/1molement1nj 1900 DGR
"‘--sn.__

rec
2 PC proceedingy which taey would im g 3ment on iazzzg“ylth
present incumpent shri Sebastian retiring on 30=4-90 és it
is with no foundation and is tgatemount o super—structure
with no base till aat§7lllegally i,noriny the applicant and
this prayer would be vindicated if respdts, are directed to

produce relevent records including 1990 CFC proceeding ibid,

respondents be proceeded against for contempt of this

tribunal, having coqpiously acted in aisregrrd of tne daxixk

Contde, ., /=
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decision ibid at evéry stage ,
Suitable directions at deemg)proper be also passed against
respdts, in the interest of justice and equity and
Cosis be jranted in fecour of the apelicant due to the
recalcitrant illegalities of respondents in every respect
as submitted,

Bharat Bhushan
12«4-1.990, Applicant

Joint Director, Defence Estates,
Ministry of Defence, 17 Cariappa
Road Lucknow Gantonment,
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ﬁ - CIRCUIT BENCH AT LUCKNOW,

Registration (T.As) No, 763 of 198%

Bhara; Bhushan ' . ' Petitloner.

Versus .

Unlon of Indla & others | oo Respondents,

Hon'ble Ajay Johrl. Asirie
Hon'ble G,5, ‘5han 13y j. i

(Dellvered by tion, Ajay Johrl, Auivi)

Civil hitsc, Virlt Petition Noe702 of 1985 has been receive

A : ed on transfer fro.u the Iilmaehal Pradesh !iizh Court, Stinla under

Section 29 of the Adumlnistrative Tribunals Act XIIl of !085.

2 By this petition the petitioner, Pharat Bhushan, who .
. Is working as a Deputy Director (bﬂ). Defence Lands & Canton:uents

at Lucknow, has sought for suitable directions to be fssued to the

.

. respondents on the fol!owln;g s

(1) DPC proceedlng,s of 7.2,1983 should not be lmplc-
mented ,

I

2.8,1983 should not be acted upons

. (3) DPC should not be convened for regularising

‘\m appointients of Dy, Directors/Asstte Director Generals
\'g 0y vq.,
It ,‘ i ""\3@, pending since 1975 il the senlority lists are properly

\ vt | made out,

}ﬁ {9 No DPC for higher grades should be held till
/,v / ‘the question of senlority is decided and DPC for lower

\@z = ?"f?f,:”«"“' grades which are feeder yrades are flnal!sed.

......
........

(5) Confidentlal Reports written by ~officers, who
are candidutes of the saule "}P(‘. should not bhe considered

in respect of thelr juniors dppwrlng along with them,

(6) Rules framed in 1931 should be considered only
' prospectively,

- . % .
[P - : .
B T a o e e e, S % S S S S



e . At R

s

e 2t

(N No DpC should be held tlll the rules are fraied
under Article 309 as the Rule waking clause 280(2)ce
has been deleted with effect from 1,10,83,

3 Facts of the case « The petitioner after appointinent
through Allied Services Coublned Competitive Examination (ASCCF),

on 1771963 In the iilllitary Land & Cantoninents Service Class
I worked in junior scale and then In the senior scale upto 9,7,1976,
When vacancles arose In the next grade, due to litigation in the
matter of. senlority, these posts- were filled on ad hoc busla. The
petitioner was also promoted with efft.ct from 10,7,1976 on ad hoc
basls, He contlnuc.d to work as such till 3,9,80, On 4,9,80 he assuiied
charge of the stlll higher grade post of Jolnt Director (JD)} again
on ad hqc basis and contlnued to work on this post till 17,7,83, On
the Vlntroduti:tlon of new pay scales some of the posts of JDs were
ubolished and only 3 were retalneds As a result the petitioner reverted
back to the grade of Rs,1500-2000 as DD, When the new rules caine
Inio ‘existence in 1981 all the vacancies pertaining to the years 1976
to 1980 were clubbed togetllaer for filling them up in accordance
with 1981 rules, Tarlier these posts were governed by the 1951 Rules,
DPC which met on 7,283 considered all these posts together anq
processed the panel on the basis of 1981 Rules, No separate panels
were 'prepared for the vacancies of each year from 1976 onwards |

but a combjned panel was announced, DPC also oonsldered soine

M-\.gr o Conﬂdentlal Reports written by certaln senior officers who were

, O‘V

ASeee oD
@lso amom,st the candldates being vevisiened by DPC for prox.iotlon

)[n 1983, The senlority list was also altered In August,1983 without

€ 5
all the affected partics having been ln!’ormcd. Howe;\er. the proceedlnga

of 1983 DPC were not fmplemented because they were in violation

of Instructions on the subject. In the meantime the 1981 Rules were

. superceded by the 1985 rules, DPCYs for Sr, Adine Grade have been

held in 1985 December and have been lmplemented, The persons

considered In these DPC's were those who were already regularly
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selected for JA grade,

4 ) We have heard the petitloner in per(son and the learned
counsel, for the respondents, The records of the case have becowe
voluininous because of nuisher of appilcations and affidavits - having
been filed by both' the sides, We had, to be able to look into tpe
griovances of the applicant asked him to confine hiwuself to the

contants of zhe \Writ Petition filed by hhn, This petition has not

been aiine ded by th thou ‘h a umbc.r of changes have since taken
p!ace. The contenuons ralsed by the pultloner before us were briefly
A as follows 3= '

s ' (1) DPC proceedings of 1983 he cancelled and since
he wag due promotion in 1976 the pre 1981 rules be

applied for consldering hiii for pro.otion, He also contended that

vt Cohe was considered fit by the 1975 DPC so he should

have been regulurly pro.noted agalnst the 1976 vacancles

Instead of being yro.nuted od hoc, This covers Relicfs
1, 7, 8 of the application,

(2) Senlority lists should be finalised and the upsetting
| ~of senlority In 1980 by which SR, Laksh.sanan was made

Bl ‘senfor to himm be set aside,
’ (3) DPCYs for higher posts should not be held unless
(N promotions to JAG posts are finallsed, -

(4 CR's written by a senlor who Is competing with
the junlor in the saue sclection should not be token
Into consideration as they prejudice the cese of the

o Junfors This covers relicfs 4, 5, 6 of the application,

The leamed counsel for the respondents referred to the counter

}‘u affidavit and the written arguments filed by rc.apondz.ms. The petulon-

' )}s er also prayed that though he has stuce been prouioted his ad hoc

\ Ul < vg{:;j/’servlce that has not been tuken into consideration should be allowed
e “:hn-:’mrﬁ i to be reckoned towards his senlorlty in JAG,

Se As far as DPC proceédlngs for the year‘ 1983 arec cone

cerned, these have not been luplemented because rules In regard
; .
to formation of pancls had not been followed, This was the first

DPC after 1975 and had covered vacancies from 1976 to 1982, Instead

¢
[

Va
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of making panels for each year one couion panel was made, Normally

| DPC's are held cach year to cover th; vacncles that iaay arise,

If a DPC is not held at the periodical interval prescribed it hés

to, whenever it meets thereafter, consider the cases of those. who

were eligible in the partlcdlar year for which 1t Is held, As a corollary

it would be evident that if a DPC s held after a number of years,

as in this case, it has to consider separately the ellglble' candidates

for the particular year and has to also follow the rules in regard

to selectlon procedure etc, and has lto take Into consideration such
’ W

'Q - . docuiaents as are relevant at that[tlm It cannot consider anything

that was not relevant, and if it does its proceedings would be vitlated

In thelr written arguinents the respondents have sald that these DPC,
proceedings have not been linpleimented because the Govemuent
has decided not to l.uiplement them as they contruvened the Governe
ment orders of 24,1280, Also In Virft Petition No0,1503 of 1984,
Budhirala vo Union of Indla tho Delhi High Court had givén direce

, _re/mmxmmmmmmmxxmmxmmmmm@mmmmﬂﬁ

€lons that DPC panel announced in February,1983 should not be treated

+

a8 lapsed and in another iirit Petition No,2215 of 1984, M,N, Das
v Union of Indla agaln the Delbi Hizh Court had restrained the
Governinent frouws ls‘nplementlng the pancl, The first petition has
s'ln_ce-' been disiulssed as withdrawn, So in the net result these bPC
proceedlngs which have not been laiplemented can be vconslderéd

2 as no ’proceedlngs and the grievance In this respect does not exist

™

\ any more, Nothing Is required to be done now In this respects The
vy
cl983 DPC . proceedings ar € as good as non~existant. !ls claim that

1),, e had qualmed in soie . DPC held In 1975 is not supported by any

../
YN / {'C‘ )
%ﬁ;’o ol documcnts,w & et 3"‘:}“1' 5 Qﬁ*//lvéﬁ» at T .c&:’f 3
| 6o The next contention of the petitioner was In regard

to the senlority lists lle ls aggrieved by the revision of seniority
of one S.R. Laksh.aianun, According to him the correct senlority

st was as was published In 1966 remalned intact upto 1930, On
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25 te
31.10.66 the petitioner's naiie was at SkiNo, 57 while S.R, Lakshmonan
occupled G8th place, On 1,576 the positions of the two were at
SLN0,37 and ShiNo.46 respectively, On 1,580 the positions became
SlNos, 18 & 25 Dy the letter of 23,4,83 the senfority of SR,
Lakshinanan was revised hut no notlce was glven to the petitioner,
The respondents' case Is that SR, Loksh:ianan was granted his

original senlority vide order dated 17,8,83 which was a subject matter

of transfer appllcatldn 83 of 1986 at the Central Adminlstratlve

Tll'lbunal Dombay S.RLakshinanan VaUnlon of India, This application
was disinissed o8 withdrawn because Lakshinanan had been glven
the rell;sf i)y the depart.aent, Ac;:ordlng to the respondents. the petiti-
oner éot superceded In the feeder grade by S.R, Lakshaanan in 1974
and If at all the position shoul’cé have been contested then. The
petitloner had :iade an "%«' to iIntervencs His application was
decided by CAT, Rombay on 129,138, The petitioner cénnot raise
this question now, The petitloner has ulready made an  effort to
T challenge thls supercesslon and the same was not éllowed to he ralsed
+ on account of delay and latches, So,- according to the respondents,
his grievance regarding change of senlority of S\R. Lakshinanan, who
was junior to himx upto 1980‘ aﬁd vwho becaine senlor later éanmt :
be considered at this stage, The x'nalh thrust of the petitioner's
arguinents regarding the change In the sénlorlty was ' vis=a-vis
Lakahmanan azg he himself I3 responsible for not agitating the matter

e e

at /. tine, We, however, find that the respondents had revised
o\ the list as a result of some decislon by the Delhl High Court but
\ v \ .
\\)ctthey did not give any notice to the petitioner on the ground that.
g

Ja J'ahe was not belng affected by It. This position is evidently not correct.

‘V

They should have heard the petitioner alao as he was earlier senior
to S.R. Lakshinanan, They should do so now and then take o de novo
- decision and flnulise the senjority lst, TII tl;en this senjority st
will be considered as provislénal. It any rellef accrues to the petl-

\ ' tloner as a result of this review he would be entitled for the same

Y

- [ |

Y
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Normally senlority matters are not raked up after lony periods, They

should recelve some finality at soume stage,

7o | The next contention of the petitioner is regarding DPCs
of the higher grades. ''le hes prayed thut‘ thes¢ DPCs should not
be held till the promotions of JAG are finaliseds The petitioner's
coss fu that his cligibility wus not constdored because his ad hoe
service has not been counted while prowoting hlin to JAG. So In
case the petitioner becomes-\ éllglble or conggs within the Zone of
consideration as a result of this betltian he wllll lose to those who
are being considered for pro::otion to Sr. Adninistrative Grade. There
P is some substance in this pleading and Wé. will conslde( it at the

appropriate stage,

8o ~In regard to the writing of confldential reports, the

rellef is rather vague and 'it is not possible to appreclate as to whom ,

the petitioner s referrlug to, wlu; are those who wrote his C.Rs

and wre also appearing in the selcqtlon for JAG grude for which

the petitioner Is sceking his 1§ro;1sotlonu In the absence of any specific

s mentlon we find it difficult to adjudicate on this poim. \ve can only

/ observe that f such a situation exists at sny thae it is the duty
. ‘ of the authorities to teke suitable steps to correct such a situation,
As far as DPC for hisher.grade is concerned, according io the réspon-

dents, it was held In 1985 and those who had heen regularly working

in JAG grades vere consldcn.d. The pc.tltloncr. accordlnb, to thein,

\ whould have been considered ln 1935 but he lost 9 posltions ln 1983
o
g, DPC and he did not wake the grade for DPC for Sr, Administrative

";g:de held fn T’ebruary,lf)sa hased on sc.rvlce records of .the years
ﬁ‘mﬁ 1985, 1984 1983 % 1982, If in 1937 the petitioner could be
{Q{)iasldcred fit for JAGs brude end then !urtner to the selection grade,
/uwhat stands in hls way for consideration for the Sr, Admln!strauve

Grade i3 not brought out. To our mind it could be the length of

service In JAG grade as his service from 1978 onwards which was

ad hoc was not counte:l, ’ ‘

Vu
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Do In their written arguments the respondents have
83id thut CPC thet met on 21.9,1987 for promotions to

JAG hus made yearuise pcnels, The rules thct have

governed DFC proceedings aro the 1985 rules, Once the
panels have been mzde yeorwise the purpose of such an
oxercise will be lost if the promotions are reguleriscd
only from 1987, The very idea of formation of yearwise
panels is to consider only those wh§ werc oligible at
thot time and to regulerise them agée from the dates
thot DPC should have normally met In the ordinary

course or tﬁe person was put to officiaste ad hoe because
DPC could not meet in time for administrative reasons,
An employee cannot be made to suffer for the fault of
the aﬁministrotion. The Government Q.. No, 2201L/6/75»Est
Estt. of 30.1~,1976 lays down the rules for norma}
functioningo It does not take care of zny abnormal
situution. No DPC was held from 1976 to 1987, 1.0, over
3 perioc of 1l yeors, Incirectly by applying these fnak
instructions 1l:id in O M. of 30,12,1976 for those who
are emptnelled agalnst 1976 voe: ‘ncies, they stand to
lose nearly - Yeors of service which would have clven
them benefit for considerstion to further promotions for

such pos ts where minimum period of service is lodd dovin

in the feeder grades, Also they will have to now compete

with their Juniors who would have not heen in the zone
of consideration carlier. In Registrotion (0cA.) No,1204
of 1987D SoK. Nayyor & others v, dnion of Indis &

‘2; otherso the P incipal Bench of this Tribunat“allowed
'3 the application with the direction that the senfority
;ﬁAof tho applicants and all other officers of CIS similarly

circumstanced in the v rioug grades should be revised
by taking into account thoir entire period of con*inuous
oificiation, ad hoc or temporary, which was followed by
regulor appointment., The Jpplicants in.this case were
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also glven a1l consequentiol benefits on theé bosis of
their revised seniority in accordonce «with rules, The
facts in 0.5, No, 1204 of 1987 were thot -CIS was formed
iﬁ 1960, At the fime of initiol constitution a selection
committee was to determine the suitability of condidates,
The officers though they were eligible to be promoted
to next grode were continued in an ad hoc capacity for

. long time, The DPC%s did not moet regulerly. Thoso who
wero directly recruited were placed above them becouse
the servico of od hoc appointees prior té regularisation
was not taken into account even though they were promoted

subsequently on regulor bosis,

10, -The circumstaonces in this petition are similorx,
Tﬁ; responcdents have soid in thelr written afguments.
thot they have regularised .the petitioner from September,
1987 and the ad hoc service has not been taken into

ye account. ‘Yie do not agree to this contention. It is their

own averment thut the pcnels have been formed by the
“\r ~ respondents yearwise, Hence for purposes of seniority
) in the grade the yesruise ponel will determine the
position and also entitle the 1ncumben£s = even in csse

.of thoso who are not porty in this petition - o all

concequenti/l benefits in thé shape of consideration for

further.prahotion, etc. Specielly in the background that

it is the/total éength of service in the feeder grada

‘\/,

\e, that brings a person into the zone of considerution for

\%‘further promotion. 50 if the petitioner is empanelled

has been put on the 1976 pcnel by the 1987 DPC which
is tha first UPG for JAG that has met sfter 1975, the |

1903 ?P@ proceedings having been set asidq, |

;o
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11, Hence based oﬁ our directions reg.rding counting

his ad hoc service for'seniority purposes, it would socm
thot @ review DPC will need to be held to consider the
petitioner for sr. Administrotive Grade in 1985, We.
order accordingly. The objections raised by the petitioner
in reg.rd to the confidentisl reports having been written
by those who are also perticipsting in the selection ,
will the'to bo kept in view by CPC to moderote these.
roports, if 7ecessaryo Vo realise that in the courso

;
of service 1% is possible thut a person of the same
batch may oikiciate in a hicher grade and may control his
own batch 60410ws who remoin in the lower grade. In

such cire lﬁances he may a@lso write the Confidential
Roll and :Zey moy become subjective, These are, of

courso, hahards of service but the duty devolves on DPC
to modoré o these if they find that there is an adverse |
1nﬂuon¢e dn the reports written by the senior bitchnato

or by/ong who is being gonsidered for the same selection,

In ﬁbrmal‘course we find nothing wrong §n the instructiom

1§gued by~the Himachul Pradesh Departrment of Personnel
lotter ofulso 71975 (App. 26 of the applicstion) on
this subﬁeﬁt, No similar instruction has been brought
to our %otice'by the fes;:ondentso In our opinion such
instrud%ions would be a welcome step to ensure fairness
and 1hpar£1~11ty in selections, The submission made by
the yespondents thot the petitioner was ad hge JAG end
those who wrote the report were fer tenior to him may
be as thessituation existed then,but may need review

now 1m view pf what we hsve observed ¢bove,

Ya.
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ANNEXJRE tE! MO)

LIST CF OSFICERS

Shri K.M. 3ebastian - retiring on 3C~-4=90

s

Shri PeKe Kumara n
3hri A. iitra
Shri L.Re. Julka

Shri Y.P.Kapoor - since left tne service for the lasH
few years,

snrl Re Srinivaesan
shri S.Re. I2kshmanan

and so on

based on,the unrevilded 3AG promotions in Lnnexure '3
With the applicant remaining even un-considered for th

SAG and 3hri Lakshmanan's seniority un-finelised so fa

bt

even in JAG- two stepbelow the DG LE position”defianc
N

fag

or this Hon'ble tribunael decision ipbid

/}ééesé;:@/
72 2/ 50
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30T ARED/AD 0
Court decision W

Noe 48246/Lucknow

Lirectorate oi Defence Estates,
Central Command, Lucknow Céntt.

Ceted 9 Feb. 1990.
To,
1, The Hon'ble Jsefence jiinister,-(Dr. R2jaremanna=- I Through
sovernment of India, New Lelhi. Proper
2, 5hri Maresh chandra, Defence sSecrotary, chaanel
ovte of India, New Delpi.
fy st wv$f&~ﬂ@~”bm21'
SUB & ~NON=IOIDINs AND NCN-APPROVAL = DG DE AND SAG POSTS DPG
INDIAN DEFENCE ESTATES SZAVICE,
3ir,

In the Defence Zstates pepartment, senior Administrative
srede promotions were done in the iinistry of Defence letters
Noe 11(2/65/D (Appts) deted 18-12-85 and 11 (3)/&5/D {Appts) dated
31e12~05 I vas even not censidered for these posts when I had
practitdgly ten years service in the feader Junior Administrative
Gracde, Unfortunetely , these 1985 senior Administrative Srade
promotions; having other a number of iliegalities therein ; were
made basis for promotion to the post of DG, DE, as per the
Jirectorate general No, 102/179/MDii/L&C dzted 23-9-87.

2, The ton'hble Caentrel Administrativ
alia Jecicaed on Ze~-6-8& that these 1985 senior aoministrative gr
.romotions should be redone considering me now as one of the
cencidates for these posts. This decision given in TA No. 788 of
1987 is further re-iterated in the Hon'ble Central Acministrativ
Tritunel Allahebad interim order doted 21-12-89, Re-consideratio]
of the o3, DE, promotion in the letter dated 23-9-87 is thus
2xiomatic which also ¢dcitionally follows from para 5 of the
decision in an other separate case GA No, 169-J&K of 1987 decide
on 2-11~87 by the Hon'ble Central Administrative Tribundl Jammu
presided over py Hon'ble Ghairmans Even the Hon'ble Supreme Cour
is seized of this aspect.

2 Tribunal Allahobaag , int

3. Directorote seneral Defence Estates; without review of 1985
s~nior acministrative grade promotions where I am yet to he
considered for the senior administrative greae post; made these
very promdtions basis of further DPGC for the post of Director
.2neral in 199%0recently. Also in the & senior administrative &
~romotion; still to be redone ; name of Shri SR Lakshmenan figu
Chose promotion anu seniority even in the lower Junior Administ
tive grade is yet to o€ settlied according to law, Case offperso
seniority ovor said sri *aksimanan in the Junior Administrative
jrede is awaiting decision of the Hon'ble Central Administrati
Trirunal Lucknow 3enChesi 0A \- | lgc, ().

4, As per deptt. of pcrsonnel and training Govit. of India le
Nos 22011/3/76/=estt({C) dte. 24=-12-1980 for one gost of OG,DE,
five senior acministrative grade officers viere to be coasidere
siractorate jensral Lefence Istates processed 1990DG,LE BPC
including Sri Ieskshmeanan in tn€ zone c¢f consideration,

5, Tt locks that the directorate general defence estates hi
these legal facts from the 21l the autherities concerned and, .
processed tae recent 1990 uPS for DG,uE posts Their action lag
bonafice and constitutes contempt of the Hon'ble Central Admir
trative tribunal., You are requested to please call for all thg

Con‘td.-.u..?/-
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papers aad not repeat not approve ony IPC proceeding for the

sost of DG,0F till basic ..on'hle central Administrative tribunel
legel requirementgare first completed on the above and all other
connected aspects of tne decisions cited otherwise this illegal
position acopted by tue directorate general defence estates /

the Govis woula have to be brought to the specific notice of

the llon'ble Central Administrative Tribunal for legal action.
Please respond as early as possible in the interest of equity.

Yours féithfully,

(Bharat Bhushan)

Joint Lirector,

Dofence Ostates, Min. of Defa,
17 Carrippa Road , Lucknow
Cantonmeénte

Advance copy to =

l, Dr, Rajarzmeénne ,
‘fontble Defence Minister
Govt, ot Inaia,
tlew Zelhi,

With recpectful requedt not
tc cpprove foget approved
any oPC proceedings for tae
pOST Of UG,Ltz in view of toe
above legal posSitions

24 Shri Naresh Chandra,
wefence Secret-ry,
sovi, of Inaia,

e wEe lh i“

P te o gl e G S
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COURT DG IAX0 L{u&sﬁ'
HNoo 4824( LJGIAJ?@'
viructoretc of bcfenco [otates,

HQI -] LCQ‘L‘E“A Cﬁ“l“ftﬂo &'c wzamo

Lated 2 "arch 544 28
fo, ,
o Uz, "73‘3““ ~Eand, 20 &m& .8rech Chandra,
Henthls ence Minfcter Lﬁibncc Jecrctazg
Zo OF Ty o Do o qL of I tew Do
K5 “hed “rvind hauwd, Go v-}h“i'ﬂ soile L8l *0Cy ,UPSC,
o bcrctwryo . e Tolhd,
'ino ef L oflengo, '
Dthgo 30 wbﬂn"‘ﬁ Qch
Bolla ?cxotariate,,

é... P BU lhib

110-} g Lf’!‘ﬂ 234 igc ‘

TI“JL. TX5 F.0 NOT o VLG F 198D DG

UM T
sa‘.m ,.A»DX 5 X'G"i UI‘LCTQR CRANTOR LO Ewlf J BEF L—I&L)
ITH 10

2T TS5 oot 0 s AS » ol lecf-—«ul&.g

COLADLIANGE ¢ HON'BLE Cﬁu A1 %3 b-.i:xJXOawg"lfiE
HONCUR/ Jha CAT,ALLD Gﬁiiax Lh el ZB=GelC8to

l.ﬂ ﬁ._"o 76[/108?9 i
f

b3 § 5
° Thot the vlzectozate gtaszrel E}Lfcnre Istates low Dalhi hoo

groceoscd i subjoct URC by suppéropaiag fects ond louale doves
lopaente/Cowrt cucisiens aAns baon kx#uﬁht t3 ysur kind patico in

Y ovdn by eatod 2-2:1920 sin. o‘@ukqe.x

This .

sdd yod by youe
i
irzgtor Senceal, doronts jEotaton, 1993 LEC con

neitavr bo imploaentod nor tppEGVCdgby o Compotent authocity
»%*’ ¢ o olrcagy olre.d follcu&n; poaltion S ,

(3 (c) 1t &5 bos oo

cn the fooder 4G preadtions done in tho !infstn

& of De onse '%e lL/é/La/*(Aapts} doted 13=1.89 and 1 (3)/
"EI/D{Appts) cated 31e12-09 Lhich hove renmained <31l dato

(=84

()

{c)

()

incy T
SAG post Cecording to tho sa£§ dacisien,

Tho dto lonepal Lolfence Eatan&s havo further 2}lleov.od the
fccdor 1909 AG prenotions to”stay unrovicwed even whon
‘tha Hon'blo CAT 7114 spoecifidally reiterated such rovicy in

urroviciod dospito ifon'blo C! n #llahobed decision dated 28-

oo 788/€7 an thore! x w28 to be considercd for tho

in thodr order doted 2&e12=895
Shzd Kolle Jobastlen, preosent inG, DE, selocted 28 such as per
dte, joalo befonco EStatos Noo L02/17S/ARY/LIC datod 23987

provious to the docicion datﬁd <6-0-8 1bid 3 io hinself o
ED zovicucd vhon 165D 2G pxpnotzons ¢t on vhich his preaotion

o8 L3, Ly vas Wsscd 3 aze ta o Pueviercd,

7o ao xzoviow of L1965 LG prdhations hos boen arranjed by tho
d2o. jonk doioace cototoo, $ hrve yet not evon beop considere
| 305%006000”‘?

] ‘
# N
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Before the CAT, allahabad, Lucknow Bench

the misc. application no. 2.2%/1990 &

in regard to the CMA No., 254/1990 in TA

No. 788/1987 decided by this Hon'ble Tribunal
on 28th June 1988;, )

Shri Bharat Bhushan , JD, DE Ministry of Defence
17 Cariappa Road, Lucknow Cantt.
Versus

Union of India and others.

In compliance with the Hon'ble tribunal order dated
25.4.,1990, the applicant submits by way of amendment that-

a) the C.M.A. No. 254/90 is in accordance with ruhe 24
of the CAT {procedure) Rule 1987 and '
b) this tribunal has inherent powers to take view on '

merit of this case in the interest of justice.

PRAYER

it is thus, respectfully prayed that in view of the
above submissions being granted, the prayers requested in
the C.M.A. No. 254/90 ibid be kindly granted.

-

Dated at ILmucknow (SHRI BHARAT BHUSHAN)

25.4.1990



BEFORE THE HON'BLE CAT, ALLAHABAD LUCKNOW BEINCH,

The M.sC., Application No., 9. 4G of 1990 <Lj
Regarding CMA No. 254/1990 in TA
No. 788/1987 decided by this Hon'ble Tribunal

on 28th June, 1988,

shri sharat Bhushan, J0, BE Ministry of Defence,
17, Carjappa Road, Zacknow Cantt,

versus

union of India amd others,

Due to the urgency explained in the CMA No.

254/1990 g£bid the dpplicant respectfully submi tés
that — ¢wtm W Wi O o Lo W‘IQH' -

PRAY ER

. e T cor——

The XAMKR Subject CMA mdy kindly be taken up

today for disposal as also personally submitted,

_ PETITIONER

( SHRI BH/RAT BHUSHAN)
nated at Lucknow

30.4.1990.




