
IH TI-JE CEUTF:AL AD~liiHSTF'.ATIVE TFIEUUAL, 

JAIFUR BENCH, JAIPUR 

RA No. 14/96 (OA No. 593/94) 

Raghu Nath Sinsh •• Applicant 

Versus 

Union of India and other 

ORDER 

PER HOU'ELE MR. G.P.SHAPMA,ADMIUISTRATIVE MEMBER 

Singh haa pray~d that the order dated l-~-1996 p3ssed 

by this Bench of the Tribunal in OA no. 593/94, Raghu 

Nath Singh Vs Union of Indi~ and ath~rs, may be 

which is apparent an the f~c~ of the r~cord. 

2. OA llo. 593/9~ was dispaeed of b7 th~ Tribunal 

by denial of promotion .ta him in tht? Junior 

Gt·oup-A scalt: 3700-5000 which the 

() 
basis of seniority-cum-suitability. The applicant was 

s~rvice record. It waa also all~g~d th~t hia caae had 

not been considered b7 the D~p~rtmental Promotion 

caa~ had b~en dul7 conaidered b7 th~ Screening 
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Committ~~ on th~ bas1a of his 5 ;~ats' Annual 

Confid~n~ial F~port2 but h~ could not b~ grant~d 

promotion as th~ Scr~~ning Committ~~ had aeseaa~d him 

found th~ applicant as not 72t fit for promotion on a 

of spplicant'a Annual 

Tribunal h~ld that it can not inta~f~r~ with the 

th::: .::. ·: 1· ·=-- ·~ n i n·J The 

nc·t m.=tintsinabl~. This aaa•'?:=sm~nt, i.~. findinoJ the 

Th~ Tribunal, th~r~for~, furth~r dir~ct~d that as and 

when r~gular promotions are mad~ 

Admini:=trativ~ Grsd~, th~ applic3nt's cas~ may be 

conaider~d afr~sh in accordanc~ with law. With theze 

oba~rvations, th~ OA was dispoa~d of. 

? -·. th~ In pr~sent 

that to Junic•L" 

Administr.5ttiv~ Indi.an 

Group-_~\ O:•f a~nic·r i t'.l-·:um-

suitability. Sine~ th~r~ had be~n nothinoJ adverse in 

the ~\CPs applicant ~nd no 

y~t th~ Scre~ninoJ Committe~ had not found him fit for 

promotion without indicating any r~asona for this 

conclusi.:on. The Tribunal had, IEM•?Vel·, still d.:cid.:d 

that it cannot int~rf~re with th~ aas~ssment mad~ b7 
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th~ PL·omc•t i .:.n 
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Committee. The Scr~ening Committ~~ had no r~sson for 

yet fit for promotion and th~ Tribunal hsd ~lso 

be promot~d until he is d~cl3red unfit for promotion 

on legall7 sust3inable ground2. The applicant has 

Dharam Vir Singh Vs Delhi 

Adminiatration and othera, (1991) 17 ATC 925 to 

suggeat that the e:·:pr~a2.J..~:.n "fitn~ae." m~an:= that 

there ahould not be an7 3dver2e ~ntr7 in the ACPs of 

and no diaciplinary proceedings ahould be pending 

againat him. Since there waa no adverae entr7 in the 

ACF:.a of and ful-thet· sine~ no 

disciplinary proce~dinge were f~nding ag3inst him, he 

entitl;;.d ·'- .. '- l_l th.; Junior 

Adminietrativ~ Grade. 

4. 

- .r: 
LJ.I_ wi tJ-..:.u t iasuing notices 

to the partiee concerned. 

5. We hav.: again thl-O:•Ugh the 

pleadings. The r~pl7 filed b7 the respondenta to the 

promotion to this poat on adhoc baais is on the basis 

of aeniority-cum-fitnea2 and f•)r this purpose ACPs of 

the preceding 5 y~3ra 3re to be considered. The cases [LJ . 
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th~ =one of conaid~r~tion 

are con2idered by th~ Screening Committ~~ where~s 

prom·:·t i.:·n J:.a2is I• T • 

-'.i 

duly 

Promotion Committee. The respondents did not dispute 

that appl ic.~nt within the 

consideration. It was their c3a~ th9t th~ applic~nt'a 

prom.:,tic•n". The Tt·iJ:.unal had ala·:· in ita .:.rder elated 

1-2-1996 that while tho: 

applicant' c=. ,_ -
L ~-' the Juni.:.r 

Administrative Grade, the Screening Committe~ had 

When a Screening Committee is 

appointed to go through th~ Annual Confidential 

baSlS - ·'= ,_, .L in the ACPs. The 

applicant had himself conc~al~d in para 4(3) of the 

OA .. _ -
L '-' the 

..... -L ,_, '23-

8-199~ which too w~re not ~gr~ed to by th~ Pevi~wing 

Authority. The applicant had not inclicat~d ~ny J:.asla 

in the OA in support of the av~rm~nta that the 

had not pr3yed ~ither in the OA or ~t any stage 

dur in·J the aL·o;Juments tha 1: the T1.: ibunal sl;.:~.u 1 d call 

throu<;~h th·~ l-~CP2. - ·'= ._, .L 
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out whether in fact there v1as anything in the Jl.CHs 

v1hich justified the Scre.c-ning Committee's conclusion 

that the applicant vlas not yet fit for promotion. 

Therefot·e, on going through the pleadings and after 

hearing the oral arguments, the Tribunal had 

concluded that the assese.ment of the Screening 

Committee could not be interfered Hith. We find no 

error in the order of the Tribunal which is apparent 

on the face of the record, t~ justify a review of the 

order dated 1-2-1996. What the 3pplicant now seeks is 

in fact a .reconsideratiDn of the Tribunal's decision 

on merits, Hhich is beyond the scope of review as per 

provisions of Grder Y.XXXVII Rule 1 of the Code of 

Civil Procedure. 

6. This Rev ievl 

dismissed in limine. 

~ ~Y circulation. 

( o. P\ sUa-') 

Administrative Member 

is, therefore, 

r A,,: .. 
'-"f~t-H • 

(Gopal Krishna) 

Vice Chairman 
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