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Cenirai Agministrative Tribunal
Principai Bench

New Deihi, dated this the iBin May, 2001

-r

HON'BLE MR. S.R. ADIGE, VICE CHA I RMA
HON'BLE DR. A. VEDAVALLI, MEMBER (J)

i (A)

gy

O.A. No. B23 of 1989

163

Mrs. Usha Rani, :

W/o Shri Mukesh Sharma,

Assistant, ESIC

R/o 88-C, Mayur Vibhar,

Focket |, Phase |,

Delni—-110081. .. Appiicant

Versus

Unioon of india through
ihe Secretary,

Minisiry of Labour,
Shram Shakti Bhawan,
New Deihi.

-
.

The Director Generai

Empioyees State insurance Corporaiion,
Head Quariers,

Panchdeep Bhawan, Kotia Road,

New Delhi.
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Direcior {(A) i,
C, Headaguartiers, Panchdeep Bhawan,
ia Road, New Deini. .. Respondenis
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O.A. No. 1508 of 1989

Versus

3. Unicon of india through
the Secretiary,
Ministiry of Labour,
Shram Shakti Bhawan,
New Deibi.

2. The Director Generai
Emp loyees State insurance Corporaijon,
Head Quarters,
Fanchdeep Bhawan, Kotia Koad,
New Deibi.

. Ji.Director (A) i,
ESiC, Headquarters, Panchdeep Bhawan,
Kotia Road, New Deibhi. .. Respondents
Advocates: wMrs. B. Sunita for appiicant
Shri G.R. Nayyar for respondenis

ORDER (Orai}

pae)
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As poth ihese ( i i
O.As invoive common guestiongof
taw and fact, 1ihey are being disposed of Dy ithis
cOommon order.
; in G.A. No. 623/68 appiicant impugns

ihe seniority ilist dated 15.2.88 in which ner name

fal

dogs not find wmentionss.
3 in G A NO . 1508768 appiicant impugans
Respondenis’ order dated i8.5.1999 by which her date

of reguiar promotion as Assistant has besen shown as

20.53.81%.

4. We have heard appiicant’s counsel Mrs.
B. Sunita Rao and Respondenis’ counsei snri G.R.
Nayyar.

5. it is not deniedg that Dy Respondents’

order dated 15.10.80, appiicant had been promoied as
Assistant on reguiar basis w.e.f. ©5.10.80, pbut by
impugned ordar dated 18.5.88, her date of promotion
as Assistant on regular basis has been shown as

20.3.81, and thus appiicant has iosi seniiority as

Assistant by over five monihs.

8. Respondenis coniend that this change in
applicant’'s senicrity as Assistant was necessitated
because she had lost seniority in ihe feaeder grade of

s . 3

ubc, and Respondents had issued senioriiy iist dated

N

5.1.95, revising ner seniority as UDC, which she nad

not chaiiengedi bui even so)as appi icant was promoted
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on regular basis as Assistant w.e.f. 5.106.80 Dby
Respondents’ order dated 15J0.907they couid not nave

iegaliy altered her daie of reguiar promotion to ner
disadvantage, without putting her +{o notice and
giving her a reasonabie opporiuniiy to represent.
T. in the resuit the impugnsd orders dated
i8.5.88 in so far as 1t reiates ito appiicant, show i ng
-

applicant’'s date §of promotion as reguiar Assistant

-~

to be 20.3.8% is guashed and set aside.

8. if respondents Tor any reason seek 1o
alter tithe date of appiicant’'s reguiar promotion as
Assisiant | shown in ine Respondent’'s order dated
}5.10.80 as 5.10.80,they shali put applicant io notice
and give her a reasonabie opportunity io repressnt,

before they take any final decision in this regard.

. The O.A. disposed of accordingiy. No

=<

cCOsSis.

10. Let a copy of this order be piaced in

@ach case record.
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{Or. A. Vedavalili) {(S5.R. Adig€)
Member {(J) Vice Chairman {Aj

karthik




