
IN THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL HYDERABAD BENDI 
AT HYDERABAD 

O.A.NO.Kt106/92)  

Between: 	 Oats of Order: 22.3.950  

S.Venkat Riao 

...Applicant. 

And 

1, The Secretary to Govt. of India, 	
H 

Union Ministry of Education and 
Cultural Activities, 
Sastry Bhavan, 	

H New Delhi, 

The Director General of Arctjaeoloqy, 
Archaelogica3. Survey of India, 
Janapath Road,New Delhi, 

The Chier Executive Officer, 
Additional Director General, 
Archeelogical Survey of India, 
Jariapth, New Delhi. 

The Superintendent, Archaelogist, 
Archaeloical Survey of India, 
South Eastern Circle, 
Adikinet, Hyderabad. 

...Respondents. 	H 

Counsel for the Applicant 	: 	Mr.Kalyan Rao 3cshi 

	

Counsel for the Respondents : 	Mr.N.V.Ramana, Addl.GSC. 

CORAM: 

THE HON' BLE SHRI A.V.HARIDASAN 	: MEMBER (a) 

THE HUN'BLE SHRI A.B.GORTHI 	: MEMBER (A) 

contd... 



o.4J. 11Q619 

X As per Hon'hle Shri A.B.corthi., Member (Adrnn.) X 

The applicant was initially appointed asj 

Exploration Attender on 15,2.1964 on temporary basis und 

was confirmed in that post in 1967. Eversince till he 

superannuated on 31.12.92 he remained afi Group-D emplyee 

only. His prayer in this GA is for a direction to te resport-. 

dents to grant the next higher promotional post and sale of 

pay in terms of Government of India's Circular No.O.tY.F.No 

10(1)E.III/86 dated 13.9.1991 with al.l consequential benefits. 

The applicant while in service passed Higher 

Secondary Certificate examination and also Dassed Engish 

H Typewriting test and thus i3,eg eligible for being prpmted 

to the post of. L.D.C. The resppndents infact engageal him as, 

a lower Division Clerk for several spells during 1985-87. But 

thereafter reverted him to his substantive post of Abtender.  

learned counsel for the applicant placed heavy 

reliance on the Government of India's O.M. dated 13.1.91 in 

support of his contention that the resndents ought1to have 

considered the applicant for atleast one promotion and that 

by denying him promotion to the post of LØD.C 2  heylnot only 

acted contrary to the spirit of the aforesaid O.M. Lt also: 

in violation of what has been laid down by the Suprne Court 

in Council of Scientific and Industrial Research and another 

v. K.G.6.Bhatt7 AI1 1989 SC 1972. 	 I 

A careful perusal of the O.M. dated 13L9.91 

shows that the Government took note of the fact tha t there 

was scope of creation of higher grades of post in 	st of 

I 



A. 

the Group 'C and 'D' cadres and accordingly 

evolve a scheme whereby Group 'C' and 'D' employees inky 

may get atleast one promotion in their service career. In 

H the Said O.M. a direction was issued to '_t administrative 

I1inistrI3J4/Departmenbto identify caders where there are no 

promotional grades and furnishS the details 	the Financial 

Mviser concerned, 4o that,after scrutiny) the matter could be 
/ 	

. 

taken up for prescribing suitable promotional gradesp 	on 

an overall consideration of all the 9.ttendant factorL The O.M. 

thus is only a kind of proition and 	directions o4A C 

Ministries and departments concerned to prescribe suitable 

promotional grades. There is nothing on record to ndicate 
L 

thatas a result thera- J& any additional grade has bleen prescrit 

for Group 'D' employees 5ering 	in the Archaeolical 

Survey of India. This we are unable to exceed to th plea 

put forward b the applicant's counselAon the strength of the 

O.M. dated 13.9,1991 the applicant became eligible or entitled 

to 	promotion to higher grade. 

There can be no doubt that the observations of 

the supreme Court in K.G.S.Bhatt'S case (Supra) to te effect 

that an employee is recruited by an organisation not just for 

a job but for a whole career and that one must therefore be 

given an oprtunity to advance in his career, 4* iriaeed 

salutAzy. in the instant case however a perusal of the 

counter affidavit filed by the respondent would indcate that 

the applicant was indeed promoted to the higher post.of 

Daftry/Jamedar in the scale of pay of Rs.775-1025 and conseqtien'._j 

tially his pay was refixed in the higher grade. 

In support of the said averment in the 

affidavit, learned standing counsel for the respond 

fr 

counter 

nts has.. 

A 



Copy to: 

The Secretary to Govt. ? India, 
Union ministry of Education 
and Cultural Activities, 
Sastry Shavan, 
New Oelhi, 

The Director General or Archeology, 
Archaeological Survey o? India, 
Janpath Road, 
New Delhi, 

The Chier Executive O?Picer, 	 * 
Additional Director Gefleral, 
Archaeological Survey of rndia, 
Janapath Road, New Delhi, 

4, The Superintendent, Arciaeologist, 
Archaeological Survey oIndia, 
South Eastern Circle, 
AdikmEt, Hyderabad. 

One copy to Mr.Kalyan R6o Joshi, Advocate,16-8-240/7, 
fialakpet, Hyderabad - 500 036. 

One copy to Mr.N.V.Ramaa,Addl.cc5c,cAT,HyderabacJ. 

One copy to :Ltbrary,A,Hyderabad 

B. One spare copy. 
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also shown us the relevant pay fixation merro which tüld 

clearly indicate that the pay of the applicant in th higher 
H 

st of Daftry/Jamedar was fixed at Rs.983/- in the scthie of 

pay of Rs.775-1025 by giving him the bqnefit of.jF.R.22(C). 

Therefore, there can be no disputeAthe applicant yas gkven 

promotion during his career. 

7. 	 Another aspect of the case thougha•lready 

decided earlier in OA.251/87 yidbr&er dated 2.3.90 ry 

also be seen here. Froh the judgeirtent in the said GAit is 

apparent that 	 - 
nitially when the recruitment rules pe-d 

10% of Group 'ID' employees to be considered fox promotion/ 
H 

- sting as L.D.Cst.he applicant 	 aparedfor the 
T 	 1-7 • 	

H departmental test but did nbt qualif4. 	SubsequentlyHthe 

recruitment rulesweretamendea tcY the effect that the 'apintnnt 

as L.D.C. would be by 100% direct'!ecruitment. In vie'),' of 

these facts there is hardly anyju.stification forthe applicant 

to entertain any grievance about his non promotion to the 

st of L.D.C. 

8. 	 In the result,we find no merit in this OLA. 

and the same is dismissed without any order as to cost4. 

* H 
I . 

I 
CERTWIED-tO BE TRUE øOfl 

DatO .... t...... 
Court Officer 	 I  

Ccntrrt &c.iictrth3 Thb& 	 H 

HyiLd tncb' 	 I  H 

- - - 
contd.ti. 



TYPED BY 	 CCMPAREDB( \ 

CHECKED BY 	 APPR\IED P7 

IN THE CENTRAL ADNINflTRATIUE TRIDU.NrL 
HYDERABD BENCH - 

THE HDN'BLE MR.A.U.HRIDSAN 	MEr1- s:(. ) 

-1 	
AND 

THE HDN'BLE MR.A.B.GORTHI 	IIEMSIR(. 

DATED:  

ORDER/JUOGEMENT. 	 -- 

M.A/R.PJC.P.No. 

in 

O.A.ME. 

Admed and Interim directiobs 
iSSuet\ 

Ailowed\ 

thsposeci\r with Directions 

Dismissed - 

Dismisd as withdrawn 

Dismisse\ for Default. 

sjected/dered 

- o order as\to costs; 
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