CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL
MUMBAL BENCH
CIRCUIT BENCH: GOA

oA NO.1049/97

THIS THE 7TH DAY OF OCTOBER, 19984

ﬂQN'BLE MR.JUSTICE K.M.AGARﬁ?L; CHAIRMAN
ON'BLE MR. N.SAHU, MEMBER(4

Shri D.S.Banedar,

Assistant Pestmaster

Mapuca, GOA

c/o C.B.Kale,

Shree Niwas,

Kardal

Saphale, Post Umbarpada

Taluka- Palghar

Dist~ Thanc, _

P.1 oN"‘401 102 senee prliCant

( BY ADVOCATE SHRI C.B.KALE)
VSQ

1. The Unien of India, through
the Direccter General,
Department ef Posts,

New Delhi-110001.

2. Chief Pestmastcr General,
i‘aharashtra Circle, '
Mumbai-400 001.

3. The Postmaster General,
Gea Region, Panaji.

4. The Sr.Supdt.ef Pest Officcs,
Kelhapur Divisien, Keolhapur.

(SHRI R.B.BELOTE, ASP(VIG) FOR °°°°. Respendcnts.
THE RESPONDENTS)

ORDER(ORAL)

JUSTICE K.M.AGARWAL:

By this application under Section 19 of the
Administrative Tribunals Act, 1985, the'applicant has made
a prayer for directing the respondcnts te reconsider him
for premetion to the post of Higher Selcction Grade-I (in
short, HSG-I) by holding revicw DPC rctrespcctively from
1992,

2. At the outset, the learned counsel fer the

applicant cenceded that the applicant was net within the

ade
a prayer that the case of the applicant for prometien pg

zone of censideratien prier to 1994 and accerdingly m
i i

censidered enly frem the year 1994
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3. It is not disputed that the applicant is a
person belonging to Seheduled Caste. He was,at the rclevant
tim@iholding the pest of Higher Sclection Grade-II (in shert,
HSG~II). It is also ne lenger in dispute that the applicant
was considered by the DPC from time to time, but he was net

found fit for premotion. On 21.3.1997 in a revicw DPC his
name was clearcd for premotion to the pest ef HSG-I and
accerdingly he got the promotion., Now the question that

survives is about the applicant's claim for revicw DRC for

previous ycars of 1994, 1995, 199é and also till February, 1997,

4, The learned counscl for the applicant submitted
that the applicant belongs te Scheduled Caste catcgory and,
therefore, his name should have been separatcly ccnsidcrcd
from the candidates belonging to the gencral catcgory. If
S¢ considcred, the applicant was likely to be'selected by
the carlicr sittings of the DPC. It was further submittéd
that certain quota was fixed for promotion to HSG-I from
amongst officars belonging to Scheduled Caste catcgory.
Against that quota, the applicant was entitled to be ceonsidcred

and if so considered, hc was likcly to be selcctcd carlicr

by the DPC,

5. The departmental Iepresentative broucht to our

noticc that cven for Scheduled Caste candidatcs, it was
Necessary to sccurc minimum bench-mark prescribed for candidates
bclonging to Scheduled Caste. It was not disputcd that the
applicant was considcred along with candidatcs belonging

to genc®al catcgory. Further it was submitted. that selcction
proccss was not vitiatcd because the samc DPC simultancously

considcred the officers bclonging to general catcgory and those

’35w belonging te Schceduled Caste Category. It was pointcd out that
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the bench-mark of the applicant was “good" and, thcr&fore,

~

he was not clearcd by the DPC.

6. After considering the rival contentions and
pcerusing thc records, we find that in.the DPC held on
27.7.1994, the applicant did net obtain even the minimum

bench-mark of " poed" and, thecreforc, his namc was not
recommended. He was net the eonly pcrson belenging to
Scheduled Caste whose name was not clecarcd by the DPC,

4 Scheduled Tribe candidates and 4 other-Scheduled Caste
candidatcs werc alsc net selected by the DPC beccause they
did neot ebtain the minimum bench-mark ef "good" ., In the
DPC held on 19.4.1995, the position did not improve. So
also in thc subscquent meetings of the DPC. Ultimatcly

in rcview DPC dated 21.3.1997 aftcr rclaxing the bench-
mark fer Scheduled Caste and Scheduled Tribe candidatcs,
the %ppliéant was given clearance by the DPC and accordingly,
he was promoted. Under thesc circumstances, we arc of the
viecw that no case is made out by the applicant for rec-
considcration of his case for pr@metion by rcvicw DPC

of mectings held prier te 21.3.1997.

7. In the =rcsult, this OA fails and it is hcreby

dismissed but without any order as to cests.

Hon

{(K.M.AGARWAL)
CHAIRMAN

( N.SAHU)
MEMBER(A)



