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IN THE CET.9[L ADNINI5TRATIVE TRI3UFJML HY :ERBD a:::CH nT HyDERBJ 

O.A.1,1o.728 of 1987 
	

Dote of Ordor 

R .Nagaraj 

.hppiicant 
\Ier SU $ 

The 3irector Genereal, 
Telecommunications, 
Sanchar Bhavan, New Delhi &'2 othero. 

...Respondcnts 

CounsDl for the Appliàant 	Shri K.S.R.Anjar.oyulu 

Counsel for the Respondents 	Shri E.Nadan ohan Rao 

CO Rh 19 

Honourable Shri B.N.Jayasirnha, Vice-Chairman 
and 

Honaurable Shri 3. Nara simha flur thy, 7crnbor (Judi) 

(Judgment of the Bench delivered by Hon.'ble 
Shri 2.N.Jayasimha, Vice-Chairman) 

The applicant is a Group-E officer in t,e 

Telecommunications Department. He haC riledthis appLication 
C' 

aggrieved by the ordeEs issu2d by the respondents promoting' 

I 

his juniors to Group-A supersoeding him. 

2. 	 The applicant joinod in thc telecommunications 

department in. the year 1956 and later appointed as Junior 

Enginccr in the year 1962. Thereafter he came out succcssfull 

in the T.E.S.Group3 oxamination and ws appointd as 

Group-B officer in 1973. hs a Group-s officer h; shouldered 

heavy r3sponsibilitites and worked in ndhra Circle and also. 

in 3ombay Telephones. In Bornay he was promoted in hihor 

capacity as Divisiohal Thginctr in ITS group-A Service on a 
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officiating basis. He is contipuing as Group—A 

Officer an officiating basis under the General Manager, 

Telecommunications, Hyderabad, 

The Director General of Telecommunications, 

New Delhi vide Memo No.12/2/87 SIC—I dated 15-04-1987 pro—

mated T.E.S. Group—B officers to Group—A, The applicant 

has not been promoted while several juniors to him have been 

promoted. He submitted arepresentation dt. 08-05-1987 against 

his superseasion. He stated that he completed the targets 

and the assignments allotted to him according to schedule and 

also received appreciation from his superiors. Having 

regard to the uniform good service, there is no reason for 

over looking him. He also stated in his representation 

that during the year 1981-82 an adverse entry was given by 

the D.E.I. and the same was expunged by the D.G.P & I in his,  

letter dated 15-11-1982. He represented that he should not 
	

1 

be over—looked due to an adverse remark given an a mistaken 

ground. The Director General of Telecommunications had 

sent a reply dt. 15-05-1987 stating that the O.P.C. did not 

included him in the select list. Aggrieved by this.reply 

he has filed this application.' 

-. 	In the reply the respondents state that the 

D.P.C. considered his case in accordance with the procedure 

and assessed him the grade "good". Hence his name was not 

recommended for promotion to the Junior Time Scale of ITS Gr.A.. 
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5. 	We have heard the learned counsel for the applicant 

Shri K.S.R.Anjaneyulu and Shri E.Iladan flohan Rao, luarned 

Standing Counsel for the Oepartmer!t. The department also 

placed before us the proccedings of the D.P.C. and also 

annual Confidencial Reports of the applicant. On a consi—

dsr&tidn of the CAs for the relevanc years the 0..- .0. assessed 

the applicant as 'good'. As a number of other officers who 

came within the zone of consideration obtained a hi;hnr grade 

they were placed above those who were graded 35 'good' only. 

The non—promotion of the applicant is because of the grding 

obtained Ly him. We have also seen the report for the year 

1981-82 and find that the adverse rcmark$ have been expunged 

by the G.M., Telec&iimjnications in his letter dated 18-10-02. 

The contention that the D.P.C. might have taken into 

considertion the adverse remrks while awarding him the 

grade 'good' is therefore without any basis. 	
r 

	

6. 	It is well settled that whra a selection committee 

assigns gradas on the basis of an overall assessment of the 

scrvice record, the findings of the DPC are to be accepted. 

It is only in case where the DPC has taken excraneous naterial 
4 

into consideration, the proceodings of the 0C can be called 

into question. We do not find that there has been any 

violation of the instructions or guide lines issued by the 

government. No extraneous material has been taken into con—

sideration by the DPC. 'Jo therefore find no merit in this 

& J. 	 F' 
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case,and 	
1 /accordingly]wa disml5s the case. Ttere will be no 

H 	 LI 
croci' as to ccsts 	 I 	 I' 
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Uicc-Ohajrman 	 Namber (J2) 
I 	

r 	
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I 	 Dt 2tUctober1989. 
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To 

The DiftrectorUGenerl of Telecorlimunications, Saichar Bhawan, 
New Delhi. 	

1 The General Mánager,Telecokmünications,Hydekaba. 
I. 3. Sri Sukumar Chosh,..Divisiohal Englneer,Offic:e of General Manager, 

Telephones, Calcutta. 	
I 

One coy to Ar.zc..s.'R.Anjaneyujj, Advocate, 1-1-365/A, Jawaharnagar; 
Bakaram, Hyderabath 	 I 

One copy to Mr.E.Madan Mohan Rao, Addl.CGSC) CAr, 1-lyderabad., 

6.one szyflø Spare copy. 


