IN THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL

HYDERABAD BENCH ¢ AT HYDERABAD

0A_592/50, Dt. of Order:17-3-94,

V.Ramaiah

> o sessApplicant
Vs,

1. The National Savings Commissioner

for India, P.B.Np.96, Seminary Hills,
NAGPUR, Maharastra State.

2. The Regional Director, National
Savings (Govt., of India),
Gandhi Nagar, UIJAYAWADA.
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Counsel for ths Applica nt : Shri K.Sudhakar Reddy ’L

Counsel for the Respondents 3. Shri N.U.Ramana,?gaal.CGSC
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THE HON'BLE 3USTICE SHRI V.NEELADRI RAQ : VICE-CHAIRMAN
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THE HON'BLE SHRI A.B.GDRTHI : MEMBER (A) l
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0.A.NOC.592/90.

JUDGMENT | Dt: 17.3.94.

(nS PER HON'BLE SHRI A,B,GORTHI, MEMBER (ADMINISTRATIVE)..

Heard Shri K.Sudhakar Reddy, learned counsel
for the applicant and Shri N.V,Rgmana, learned standing

counsel for the respondents.

2, The épplicant joined National Savings Organisa-
tion as UDC in 1958, He was promoted to the post of
District Savings Officer on 5.6.1968 and was given
selection grade in that appointment with effect from
28,2.1984. He was due for promotion to the next post
of Deputy Regional Pirector but it was denied tq{him.
Cn thé other hand, xk® some of the juniors to the
applicant were promoted to that post. Aggrieved byrtﬁe
same, he represented to fhe avthorities concerned hut
it was turned down vide Regional Director's letter
dated 8.9.1988. In that letter, a reference was made
to ‘the National Savings Commissioner's letter No.21773/
pF/II.ﬁ"dated 31.8.1988. The relief claimed by the
spplicant is for setting aside the aforesaid letter of'
the National Savings Commissioner rejecting his repre-
sentation and for a direction to the respohdents to
consider his case for promotion to the post of Deputy
Regional Director from a date when his juniors were

promoted.,with all consequential benefits.

¢

3. The respondents in their reply - affidavit have
stated that grant of selection grade in the post of
District Savings Officer would not asmount to granfing
promotion or granting any higher seniority to the
applicant. The applicant's seniority in the post of

L.

contd. ...
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District Savings Officer would remain un®ffected., When
the turn of the applicant came for consideration for
promotion to the post of Deputy Regional Director, his
case was subjected for consideration by a duly consti-
tuted‘Departme;:}Promotion Committee., The DPC which

met on 8,7.1988 having considered the record of the

applicant found him 'not fit' for promotion.

4, The main contention raised on behalf of the
applicant is that the applicant having been granted the
selection grade, that aspect should have been taken

into consideratioﬁ by the respondehts in conéidering his
gase for promotion to the next higher post of Deputy
Regional Director; This asﬁect ¥, as a matter of fact,
has been sufficiently clarified by the respondents in
their reply'affidavit acrording to which grant of
selection grade in the post of District Savings Officer
would not confer any higher seniority. As regards the
claim of the applicant for consideratidn for promotion,
the réspondents have shown us the proceedings of the
DPC held on 8.7.1988. The same clearly inéicéte. ‘that
the case of the applicant was duty considered and he was
found not fit for promotion. There is no allegation in
the OA of any malafides on the part of any of the

members constituvting the DPC,

5. The applicant has only a right to claim that his
case be considered for promotion, ﬁe cannot claim
promotion as a matter of right., In the instant cdase,

as the applicant's case was duly considered by the DPC
which found him not fit for promotion, the relief claimed

by the applicant in this OA cannot be granted,

i/// ' contd. ...
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6. During the course of the arguments, it is sub-
mitted by Shri K, Sudhakar Reddy that during the pendency
of this OA, the case of the applicant was considered by
the DPC for promotion to the post of RwgikmxaX Deputy
Regional Director when another vacancy had arisen and
then he was promoted, That is not relevant for consi-
deration of this OA and it is mefely mentioned in this
order as it was submitted for the applicant. The

applicant also retired from service,

7. In the result, we find no merit in this OA

and it is hereby dismissed without any order as to

costs,

W W
(A.B.GORTHL) (V.NEELADRI RAOQ)
MEMBER (ADMN, ) . . VICE CHAIRMAN T

DATED: 17th March, 1994, .
Open court dictation. £ :
ﬁw 5iaty
Peputy Registrar(J)cc
vsn

To

l. The National Savings Commissioner for India,
P,B,No. 96, Seminary Hills, Nagpur,
Maharasthra State.

2. The Regional Director, National Savings,
Govt.of India, Gandhi Nagar, vijayawada.

3. One copy to Mr.K.Sudhakar Reddy, Advocate, CAT.Hyd.
4. One copy to MrN,v.Ramana, AQd).CGSC.CAT.HW .

5. One copy to Liprary, CAT.Hyd.

6. One spare copy.
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: TI—IE HON' ELE #R.JUSTICE V.NEELADRT RAa0

VICE CHAIRMAN
AND o

THE HON'BLE MR.A.B.GORTHI s MEMBER(AD)

THE MHON' BLE MR.TQCHANDRASEKHAR REDDY

MEMBER({JUDL)
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Admityked and Interim Eﬁrections.
Issuel. o
Allowe

Disposed of with difectioﬁs ‘
-Dismissed.

Dismissed a@# withdrawn.
Dismissed for Default. . o
Re jected/0 d§rea. ’

Nc order as t0 costs.
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