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IN THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRX2IVE TRIBuNAL:HyD1ABAD BENCH 

AT HYDERABAD. 

	

OA.NO.392/92 	 Date: 1-4-1995. 

Dr.K.YOgiSh 	- 	 ... 	 AppliCmt. 

Vs•  

i.DireotOr,Ifldiafl Institute of chemical 
TechDolOgy(uflder C.S.i.R.) Tarnaka, 
Hyderabad. 

2.The Director General,COUflCil of Scientific & 
Industrial Research,Nèw Delhi-i. 

Respondents. 

Counsel for the Applicant: Mr.V.Jogayya Sarma,Advocate. 

Counsel for the,  RespondefltsMr.Ohiflna Basappa Desai. 

CORAM: 

HON1BIE MR.JT.JSTICE V.NEELNDRI RAQ, VICE CHAPMAN 

HON 'BIE SHRI R.RANGARAJAN, FCI'fl3ER ADMINISTRATIVE. 
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O.A.NO.392/92. 	
Date: 10.4.1995. 

JUDGMENT 

j as per Honble Mr.JuStiCe V.Neeladri Rac. vice-chairman I 

Heard Sri 'i.Jogayya Sharma, learned counsel for the 

applicant and Sri C.13.Desai, learned standing counsel for the 

respondents. 

After acquiring M.E.degree in Chemical Engineering, 

the applicant joined aógional Research Laboratory .)which is 

now called as Indian Institute of Technology (IICT for short). 

Hyderabad in 1983. He got Doctorate in chemical Engineering 

in 1985. 

New Recruitment and Assessment Scheme (NRAS) had 

come into effect from 1.2.1981. It was niodif4.d\and called 

as Merit and Normal Assessment Scheme (MANAS) effective from 

1.4.1988. The applicant was working to Group IV (R&D)-

Scientific. Those who are in the cdre of ScieEtist 'B' 

were $Mea1Grade-1 as per the modified scheme. The MANAS 

scheme stipulEtes that Scientists and Technical people in 

Groups I to V have to: be considered for promotion on com-

pletion of 5 years of service in each grade for promotion 

to the next higher grade. 

The MANAS Scheme envisages assessment by an 

Assessment Committee and the marks allotted to each of the 

following are as under: 

Annual performance Appraisal 
Reports (i.e. Annual Assessment 
Reports or ACRE) 	 3O3 

Referees' Comments 	 30% 

Interview 	 40% 
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5. 	As the applicant completed 5 years of service 

in Grade-i by 1988, he was called for Interview for con-

sideration for his promotion to Grade-2 in 1988-89. Though 

at the first instance the applicant ref&sed to appear by 
C,-,,  

stating thatjie is a Doctorate he should not be submitted 

subjected to interview, he later on appeared before the 
as 

Assessment Committee9 Sut/he ha& not got 60%, the minimum 

p ø4i4D' for promotion, he was not recommended for pro-
motion to Grade-2. Then the applicant addressed 4 letter 
dt. 31.7.1989 to the Director, flCT stating that he was 

humiliated as he was not oen4eIered-for--premefloa eventhough 

he is a Doctorate. The applicant had not appeared for 

interview in 1989-90 when again he was called for prwmotion 

to Grade-2, The applicant had not appeared for interview 

for the later year 1991 also though he was called for interview. 

The applicant had also submitted an application for his 

transfer to CETRI, My-sore by submitting that the post to which 

he is suitable is available in that unit. 

6. 	Applicant filed this OA on 28.4.1992 praying for 

compelling the respondents to probe into the matter of 

Assessment of the applicant for the year 1988-89 for promotion 

to the post of Scientist 

Scientist 8' (Grade-i) under MAPThS Assessment Scheme and 

to compel the respondents to.psnt-t the applicant as 

Scientist tCl (Grade-2) with retrospective effect and with 

all consequential benefits. The applicant was transferred to 

FTRI, Mysore during the pendency of this OA. 
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7. 	It may be noted that no motive is attributed to 

any of the members of the Assessment Committee which 

interviewed the applicant for the year 1988-89. The 

learned counsel for the respondents submitted the record 

to disclosthat not only the applicant who is a doctorate 

but another scientist in Grade-i who is also a doctorate 

was not promoted in 1988-89 as he too got less than 60%. 

Thus there is no basis for the contention for the applicant 

that no other person who is doctorate failed at the time 

of consideration for promotion in 1988-89. 

B. The learned cotnsel for the respondents submitted 

that as the applicant had not availed the opportunities of 

appearing for interview 1no indulgence can be shown to him. 

But the pleadings of the applicant disclose that he was under 

mistaken notion that the doctorate should not be subjected to 

interview when it is a Case of promotion to the lowest to the - 
LIL 

immediately next one when some Scientists ince not 
N 

'e1also working in that grade. it may be noted that 

because of the wrong notion of the applicant he had not chosen 

to appear not only for the year 1989-90 an4- till this year 

also. When the merit scheme was introduced so as to enable 

the Scientists to work with zeal, whether it is proper to 

deprive them of the benefit merely because they had not 

chosen to avail the opportunities given by the respondents 

to appear for the interview and then rush to this Tribunal. 

we feel that in view of the object of the scheme and ( 
if the Scientists a*e u0ted' it will be for the benefit 

of the country, it is just and proper to give a direction 

to the respondents to re-convene the Assessment Committee 

for consideration of the scope of the applicant for promotion 

for 1989-90 and if he is not going to be promoted in that year 

his case has to be considered for later years as per rules, 

. . . 5/- 
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especially when it is not going to affect .the interest of 

any other Scientists who were already promoted for it is 

not one of the selection and it is a case where Scientist! 

Technician is promoted on securing the minimum prescribed 

	

utarks "LW&  i •L-', -k M-"- 	\J'° 

It is now stated for the respondents that the 

Assessment Committee for consideration of the cass of 

the Scientists/Technicians for promotior from Grade-i to 

Grade-2- in IICT, Ftyderabad is going to be-.ms  on 26th 

& 27th April, 1995. Hence, the applicant is permitted to 

appear before the said Assessment Committee along with Work 

Report4for the relevant year% i.e. 1989-90. The applicant 
has to preferably submit those Work Reports in the office 

of R-i for the relevant year by 20th April, 1995 under 

acknowledgment.  

- 	- 	- 	 : -t- 	- 

- 	AspèMhNAfl7chene if Scientist/Technician is not 

promoted in the 5th year his case has to be considered in 

the 6th year, and if he again fail€, it has to be considered 

in 7th yearand;then in the 9th year if he is not promoted 

in the 7th year. Those rules also stipulate that the case of 

such Scientists/Technicians who were not promoted even after 

consideration in the 9th year has to be considered one year 

afteeaches maxirmim in the Grade. So, it will be in the 

interest of the applicant if he is going to submit the Work 

Reports relevant for the year; 1990-91 also. 

If the applicant is going to secure 60% of the marks 

in assessment by the Assessment Committee for the relevant year, 
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A 
he has to be given notional promotion from t'tdate with 

monetary benefits from 1.5.1992 as this OA was filed on 

28.4.1992, 

)2. 	The respondents have to make arrangements 

for the interview of the applicant as referred to in this 

order if he appears along with 4 copy of this order at the 

time of iiubmfSithiof work Reports referred to above. 

13. 	The DA is ordered accordingly. No costs./ 

Z (V.Neeladri Rao) 
Member (Admn,) 	 vice chairman 

Dated 	10th April, 1995, 

/ 
Grh. 

Dy.Reglstrar(Judl). 

Copy to:- 	 - 

Director, Indian Institute of Chemical 
- Technology (under C.S.t.RjTarnaka,Hydertjad. 

The Director General,Counsjl of Scientific & 
Industrial Research,New Delhi-i. 

One  cow to Mr.V.Jogayya S arma, Advocate, 2nd Floor,Pushpanjafl 
Complex, Kothi,Hyderabaa. 

4. One copy to Mr.Chinna I3assappa Desai,CGSC,CAT,Hyd. 

One, cow to Library,CAT,Hyd. 

One spare copy. 

kku. 
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TYPED BY 	 CI-EC}D BY 
COMPARED BY 	APPROVED BY 

IN THE CENTRAL ADMINIStRATIVE TRIBUN, 
HDERBAD BENCH AT HYDERAB1 , 

THE HON'BI.E MR.'JIJSTICE V.NEEL7j)RI RAO 
VICE— CHAIRMz.g 

AND' 	 -. 

THE HON 'BLE. MR.R. RAN JJAN;M(J)DM\T 

DATED - V) 1995. 

OtRJDGMENT: 	
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Di missed as withdrawn 
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Oered/Rejected  

NO_order: as to costs. 
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