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S C, . ~ Central Administrative Tribunal
. . B T v ~ . '
Principal Bench
\ R ' New Delhi, dated 'this the 16th  May, - 2001
. HON'BLE MR.'S.R. ADIGE, VICE CHAIRMA& (A)
"’ . HON'BLE DR. A. VEDAVALLI, MEMBER (J)
\ O.A. No. 623 of 1988
Mrs.:Usha.Rani,
W/o.Shri Mukesh Stharma,
Assistant, ESIC
i R/o 88-C, Mayur Vihar,
Pocket |, Fhase |,
Delhj—110091. : .. Appiicant
i Versus ‘
) 1. Unioon of India througn

ihe Secretary,

- Ministry of iLabour,
Shram Shakti bhawan,
New Deihit.

TN

2. The Director Generai

) Fmpioyees State Insurance Corporation,
Head Quarters, ‘
Panchdeep Bhawan, Kotia Road,

‘New Delhi.
‘3. Jt.Director (A) il,
v ESIC, Headquariers, Fanchdeep Bhawan,
Kotia Road, New Deihi. .. Respondenis

- O.A. No. 1508 of 1898

I
e ol

fM?s. Usha Rani ' .. Appiscani
" ‘
" Versus
y ,
'éy 3 Uniocon of india throughn
) the Secretary,
Ministry of Labour,
RS ‘ Shram Shakii Bhawan,
New Uelhi.
2. The Uirector General
emp loyees State Insurance Corporation,
Head Quarters,
Fanchdeep Bnawan, Rotia Koad,
New Delhi. '
3. Jt . Director (A). i,
. ESIC, Headquarters, Panchdeep Bhawan
i Kotia Road, New Deibi . .. Respondents

Advocates: Mrs. 8. Sunita for appiicant
Shri G.R. Nayyar for respondents
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S.R. ADIGE, VC (A):




noi'chaltenged’ but eveﬁ'so)as appiicant was promoted .

 \

. As both these O.As

' invoive common questiongof

iaw and fact, they are being disposed of by this
common order .

[

20 in_ _G.A. No. 623/88 appiicant impugns
the seniority |ist dated 15.2.88 in which ber npame :

la]

does not find mentiones.

3. in O. A, No. 1500/99 appticant impugns
Respondents’ order dated 18.5.1898 by which her daie

of regular promotion as Assistant has been shown as

20.3.981.

4; We have heard appiicani‘s counseil Mrs.
8. Sunita Rac and Respondents’ counsei Shri G.R.
Nayyar .

S. it is not denied that by Respondents’

order dated 15.10.80, appiicant had been promoted as
Assistant on reguiar basis w.e.f. 5.10.80, but by

impugned order dated 15.5.89, her date of promotion

\
as Assistant on reguiar basis has ‘been shown as

20.3.8%1, 'and thus appiicant has iosi senitiority as

Assistant by over five months.
8. Respondents contend tiiat this change n
applicant’s seniority as Assistani was necessitaled
because she had lost seniority in the feeder grade of
UbC, and Respondents had yssued senioriiy list dated

20.1.985, revising her sentority as uUDC, wnich she nad
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on regular: basis -as Assistanti w.e.t.

Respondentgf

iegally altered her date: of

disadvantage,

giving her a reasonabie opportu

¢

without  putting

5.10.80 oy

‘'order dated 15]0.907they couid not Have
reguiar promotion to .her
her to notice .and

nity to represent.’

?.: in the resuit the impugned orders dated

}185.88 1n so far as

-

applicant’s

-

date §of promotion as reguiar

it reiates to appiicant, showing

Assistant

io be 20.3.8% 1s quashed and set as | de.

8. if
alter

Assistant /shown in

|5.10.80 as 5.10.80,they shali
and give her a reasonabie opportunity to

pbefore they take any final decision

‘'g.  The O0.A.

costs.

~

10.

each case record.
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(Dr~. A. Vedavalli)
Member (J)
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respondents for any reason seek to

the date of applicant’'s reguiar promotion as

Respondent's order dated

put applicant to notice

represent,

in this regard.

N

¢disposed of accordingly. No

O Let a copy of this order be piaced In

e
(S.R. AdigeA
Vice Chairman (A)
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