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IN THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL, JAIPUR BENCH, JAIPUR.
* ¥ %
Date of Decision: 1.2.96.
OA 5923/94
Raghu Nath Singh ..~ Applicant
Versus

Union of India and others
CORAM:

... Respondents

HON'BLE MR. GOPAL KRISHNA, VICE CHAIRMAN
HON'BLE MR. O.P. SHARMA, MEMBER (A)

For the Applicant ee. Mr, Shiv Rumar

For the Peaspandents ««s Mr. U.D. Sharma

ORDER
PER HON'BLE MR. GOPAL KRISHNA, VICE CHAIRMAN

Applicant, Raghu Nath Singh, in this application u/z 19 of the

o}

Administrative Tribunals Act, 1985, has soaght a direction to the
respondents o consider  his  case  for  promotion  ta  the  Junior
Administrative Grade R3.3700-5000 at par with his junior, respondent

No.5, w.ee.f. 24,6,

‘.D

4 with all consequential benefits.

2. We have heard the learned counsel for the partizz and have gone
through the records of the caze carefully. The lsarned counzel for the
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3. The contentions of the applicant are as follows. The applicanc
was initially appointed as a Telephone Opevzcor in May, 1938, O

hifurcation of the Telscom Departmeni from that of the PST Departmentc.
the applicant was promoted in 1960 as an Enginzering Supsrvisor (now
Junicr Telecom Officer). He earned promotion zg Assistant BEnginssr in
Novanber, 1971, Thereafter, he was further promoted as a Divisional
Engineer.. Hiz nam: figures at S1.No.1548 in the All India Gradaitidn
Liskt. Since promotion of Divisional Enginesvs in the pay acsle of
Pz.3000-4500 o the post of Junior Adminisitrative Grad: of the Indian

- s - - - s
Telecom Service Graup-A in the pay scale of Rs.3700-5000 is madz on the

—

hasis of seniority—cum—suitability, the applicanct, being within the

cone  of consideracion, was  ignored for promotion and  daspite his

representation and good ssrvice records, the actign of the respondenis
‘ 1

in ignoring his promotion to the said grads has basar
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gqround that hizs case was not considersd by the Deparimentzl Promotbion
C:ﬂgnfﬂ Ocnmittes For want of ocmplete service records/CRs. It is also stated
J. - - - Uy
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that the action of the respondents in giving promotions to his junicrs
is arbitrary and unsustaiwable and the applicant was accorded

differential treatment.

4, On the contrary, the respondentz have atated that the applicant
being within the sone of congideracion, his case for ad hoo EraEnois 1or
to the Junior Administrative Srad: was July congiderad by the Scrzening
Committes, which, after =zcreening his Anrmal Confidentizl Reporete for
the preceding 5 yveaves, had adjudged him “not yveb fic for promotion®.
Conzequently, he could not be promoted to the Junior Administrative
Grade on &d hoo basis and, therefors, his name did not find place in the
mpugned  ordsr dated 24.6.94, at Amn.A-l. The rvepresentation made by
the applicant, having kbesn not wade throuwgh propsr channel, is not

avawlall~ in the records of the respondents.

5. It is obvious from the reply of the vespondsnte that the
applicant 'z cage waz duly and properly conzidersd by the Screening
Committes on the basiz of his 5 years' Anrual Confidencial Pepor

he could not ke granted prowotion as the Scorsening Committee had
azzzasal him az "nok yet fit". Once the Scresning Commities found him

it for  proootion" on a  careful onzideration of the

e

applicant's Annual Confideniial Reports for the preceding 5 vears, we

canmor  interfere with the asssszment made by the Scoreeming Committes.
This appli*atiﬁn iz, therefore, not maintainable on merits. Howsver, &3
A when there are vreqular promotions made ©o the Junior Admin istrative

an
Grade, the applicant's cazz may hbe ocongidzred afresh in accordance with

6. The 0A is dizposed of accordingly with no order as to costs.

C:iff %’Z
(0.P. SHARPMA) (COPAL KRISHNA)
MEMREE (A) VICE CHATRMAN



