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Central Administrative Tribunal , Pri ncipal Bench 

Original Application No.Z984 of Z003 
M. A.No .Z590/ Z0 03 

New Del hi ~ t hi s t he 17th day of December,20 03 

Hon 'ble Mr.Justice V.S.Aggarwal ~ Chairman 
Hon ' ble Mr.S.A. Singh,Member(A) 

N.D. Sharma, 
Sfo late Shri Shy am Lal Gaur, 
R/o Chandul Man du l 
Antapara - Ambakhar 
M a t h u r a ( U • P • ) 

(By Advocate: Shri D.P. Sharma ) 

Ve r s us 

1. Union of India 
t hro ugh Secretary 
Ministr y of Communica tion and I.T . 
Department of Pos t s 
Cum Di rector General of Pos t s, 
Oak Bhawan Sansad Marg, 
New Del hi-1 

z. The Chief Pos tmaster General, 
U.P . Circle, Luc know(U .P.) 

3. Th e Supe r i n tende nt Postoffi ces, 
Mathura Divi s:i on·····Math ur a (U. P.) 

4. Sh ri B.L. Kumar 
Retd. S PM Hathras thro ugh the 
Supdt. Pos tofflces Mathu ra, 
On . Math ura 

.... Applicant 

Res pondents 

The applicant had been promoted to HSG- II from 

1.10. 91. On 30.3 . 200 1, an order ha d been i ss ued by 

respondent no. 1 for upgr a dation of 16 22 pos t s of HSG- II t o 

HSG- I. Th e applicant was i n Uttar Prades h Circle. So far 

as U.P . circ l e i s concerned, 140 posts were allocated to 

the said ci rcl e . The promotion s had to be made c irclewi se. 

The applicant s upe r an nuated on 31. 1.2002. 

z. The g~ievance of the applicant i s that he s hould 
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be promoted to HSG- I with effect fro m 30.3.200 1 when the 

order was iss ued because according to the learned counsel. 

in certain other circles~ the promotions had been effected 

earlier but in U. P. c ir c le they had been effected after 

the applicant superannuated. 

3. It is not in dispute that HSG-I i s a promotional 

pos t from HSG- II. No per son has a n indefeasible right to 

be promoted. He has a fundamental right to be consider ed 

in case the promot i on i s to be effected. 

Certa~n j uni or s to the appl i cant had been promoted 

but with effect fro m 5.3.2002 when he ha d 

already s uperannuated. Th erefore, i t i s not a cas e where 

the applicant ca n complain tha t they have been promoted 

r~ etrospecti vel y t he dates when he wa s s till 

serving in the department. On that count , he ca n have no 

grievance. When promotions wer e being made circl ewise and 

in ex i gencies of s ervice there i s some delay, in th is 

back drop of t he facts given a bove, we fi nd that the 

applicant has prec ious little to complain. Th e re i s no 

me r· it in the present pet it ion. Resu l tant l y , the same fail s 

and i s di s mi ssed i n limine. 

( V.S. Aggarwal ) 
Chairman 




