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BEFORE THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL
NEW BOMBAY BENCH,NEW BOMBAY

N 86
Shri T.V.Jayaram e Rpplicant
- 4, Moti Apartments, (Original Plaintiff)

Indira Park,
Nagar Road, Yeruada,
PUNE - 411 006.

V/s

1. The Union of India through
The 5ecretarg‘to the Govt.of Indiea,
Ministry of Uefencs, . .
New Delhi - 110 011

2. Shri J.S.GOindi,
Asstt.Directoer
Directorate of Works
R & D Organisation,
Ministry of Defence,
'8' Wing Sena Bhaven,
NEW BELAI-110 G114

3. Shri K.S.Satyanarayana,
Occupation Service, o
Sr.Stores Officer, G.T.R.E.
BANGALORE (Karnataka State)
4, Shri K.L.Chopra,
Occupation Service,
Sr.8tores Officer, L.R.D.E,
BANGALCRE (Karnataka State)
5. Shri M.Damodharsan, ‘
Bccupation Service,
Sr.Stores Ufficer, C.V.R.B.LE. ,
AVABI, MADRAS-600 054, .. Respondents
| . o (Griginal Defendants)

Coram: Hon'ble Vice-chairman B.C.Gadgil
" Hon'ble Member 3.G.Rajadhyaksha
 Appearanges

i
1) Applicent inperson

§
2) Shri SubModh Joshi, Advocate
for the Respondents

Judgement (Per Vice-chsirman Shri 8.C.Gadgil) 25.11.86

Originally, this was a Regular Civil Suit

No.527 of 1982 on the Pile of Civil Judge, Senior

Division, Rhmednagar and it was transferred to this
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Tribunal after this fribunal was established.

The applicant joined service in 1969 as
Stores foicaf in the Ministry of Defsnce. There ars
two promotional avenues from the post of Stores Officer
viz. (1) Seniof Administrative Officer, Grade II and
(2) Senior Stores ﬁfficsr, Grade 1I, 1In the suit; the
applicant made a griesvance that his name was mot included

in the panel prepared on 13.1,1981 for promotion to the

posts of Senior Administrative Officer, Grade II,
Howaver, that aspect is not rslevant as at the time;gﬂéAr'
when this matter was argued, the applicant specifically
stated before us that he does not want to agitate it.
The .only grievanée o?ffha apélicant is that uhen the
panel was prepared on 13,4,82 for the post of Senicr
Stores Officer Gr.II, his name was not included therein.
According te him, some juniors have superseded him. -

It is not in dispute that the Departmental
Promotion Committee'had scrutinised the cases of eligible
persons while preparing the panel on-13.4f1982;- At that
time, the applicant's case was also considered. In the
plaint, the applicant has made a number of grievances
as to why non-inclusion of his name in the panel is bad,
Houever, it is not nNecessary to state all these grounds
alleged in the plaint., This is so because the only con-

tention that has been raised before us is that the

applicant's Annual Confidential Report for the year 1979

_had not been properly and validly prepared and written,

Though this questiocn has not been specifically plesaded
in the plaint, we allowed the applicant to argue that
point and we have heard the applicant as well as Shri
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Suékoﬂh Joshi. for the Respondentss

i The grievence of the applicant is that old
form was used while uriting his Rooual Confidential
Records though at that time new form uas prescribed
and introduced. He told us that in the old form, the
performence of the Govt,Servant was required to be
mantioned by stating uwhether the employee is 'outstanding’

or 'above averege' or ‘average' or ‘belew average’

- while in the new form, the assessment was to be made

by utilising the words = 'outstanding? or 'very good'
or 'good' or 'poor'. It was contended that the use of
old form has vitiated the proceedings of the Departmen-
tal Promotion Committee. Of courss, the applicant
admits that even in 1979, the self-assessment was to

be made by the coﬁco:nad employee and thereafter the
Confidential Records are to be written. The applicant
erankly teld us that for 1979 he had used the old form
and made saif—assesSment. The main'quastion would be
as to whether the proceedings of Departmental Promotion
Committee were vitiated simply because old forms con=
tinued to be useds, There is no dispute that old form
has been used not only while uwriting C.R.of the appli=-
cant but also of other eligible persons who were con=
sidered for the post of Senior Stores Officer, Gr,II,
Thus, the data that was considered by the Departmental
Promotion Committee is prepared on similar basis with
respect to eligible candidates and on the basis of

such data, the D.P.C. found that the applicant did not
deserve promotion. In our opinion, though the form

has been changed, the basic principlex ¢6f‘assessing

the merits of the empleyees hae not heen changed.

Only different words wers to be used for assessing the
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qualities of the empleyses. Under these circumstances,
we do not find any substance in the contention of the
applicant that Bhe proceedings of the D.P.C.uere
vitiated simply because old form has besn used whila
wpiting the Confidential Records of all pesrsons who

wers eligible for the post. It is not the applicant's

casa that old form was used only while writin tho
report of the applicant and that new forms uare[for
other sligible eandidates.

When this matter was arqued before us, we
were told by the applicant that in 1983 the applicant
was promoted. Houavur; he did not accapt promotion
as he did not want to go to Bahnaqhhn on promotion,
It was only in 19&2??3(accepted promotion. The
applicant contends that the said promotion in 1986
should be made retrospective from 13.4.82 i.eq the
dats on uhiéh the applicant was suparssdad by his
juniops. Ue have already found that the panel dt.
13.4.82 has bean propaerly prspared on the basis of
thae proceedings of the D.P.C.’ The applicant was not

found fit for promotion in that year. Consaequently,
it will not be possible for the applicant to claim
promotion from 13.4.82, The result is that the
applicatien fails and is'dismisaad. Howevar, there

will be no orders as to cost,

Y St

(B.C.GADGIL)
Vice~chairman

o
f/fﬁfET;;JADHYﬁKSHR)

Member




