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New De i

Central Administrative Tribunal
Principal Bench

hi. dated this the ibtn iviay,
2O01

HON'BLE MR. S.R. ADIGE, VICE CHAIRMAN (A)
HGN'SLE DR. A. vEDAVALL 1 , MEMBER (J.)

Q.A. No. 623 of" 1Q9Q

Mrs. Usha Ran i -
W/o Shri Mukesh Sharma,
Ass i a tan t, ESIC
R/o SQ-C, Mayur Vihar,
Pocket i , Phase I ,
De1h i ~110Qai .

AppI 1 cant

Versus

Lin i Dcn of I no i a tn rough
the Secretary,
Ministry of Labour,
Shram Shakti Bhawan,
New De i h i .

The Director General
Employees State insurance Corporation,
Head Quarters,
panchdeep Bhawan, Kotia Road,
New De1h i .

Jt. Direct or fA.i i ' j

ESiC Headouarters, Panchdeep Bnawan,
Kotia Road,' New De i h . . - ■ Kesponoenxs

Mrs. usha Rani

O-A. No. 1PQQ of 199s

Versus

App i i can t

I  .

2.

Unioon of India tnrough
the Secretary,
Ministry of Labour,
Shram Shakti Bhawan,
New De i h i .

The Director General
Employees State insurance Corporation,
Head Quarters,
Panchdeep Bhawan, Kotia Road,
New De i h i .

3  Jt.Director (A) i i ,
ESiC, Headquarters, Panchdeep Bnawan,
Kotia Road, New Deihi. - - Responoents

Advocates: Mrs. B. Sunita for appl icant
Shri G.R. Nayyar for responoenxs

ft R. AD ICE- VC ^A)

ORDER (Oral i
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AS botn these O.As involve common quest ions of

law and fact, they are being disposed of by this

common order.

2. In O.A. No. 623/QQ appl icant impugns

the seniority l ist dated 15.2,99 in which her name
r\

does not f i nd ment i one®.

3  in fi A Mr». 15u9/QQ app i i cant impugns

^  Respondents' order dated 18.5.j999by which her date

of regular promotion as Assistant has been shown as

20.3.91.

4. We have heard appl icant's counsel Mrs.

B. Sunita Rao and Respondents' counsel anr i G.«.

Nayyar.

5  it is not denied that by Respondents

order dated 15.10.90, appi.oant had been promoted aa
Asalatani on regular baais w.e.r. o.iu.eu, out by
impugned order dated 18.5.99, her date of promotion

as Aaaiatant on regular baaie hae been shown as
20.3.91 , and thue app1 ioant has Iost sen.,or,ty as
Assistant by over five momhs.

6. Respondents contend that this change in

appl iosnfs seniority as Assistant was necessitated
because she had lost seniority in the feeder grade of

UDC. and Respondents had issued seniority i ist

20.1.95, revising her seniority as UDC, which she nao

not chal lenged^ but even so^as appl icant was promoted

n
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on regular basis as Assistant w.e.f. 5,10.90 by-

Respondents' order dated 1 5 .10 . 90^ they could not have

legal iy altered her date of regular promotion to her

disadvantage, without putting her to notice and

giving her a reasonable opportunity to represent.

7. in the result the impugned orders dated

f8.5.99 in so far as it relates to appl i can t ̂ show i ng
.n

appl icant's date 6?of promotion as regular Assistant

^  to be 20.3.9-4 is quashed and set aside.
/'

B. if respondents for any reason seek to

alter the date of appl icant's regular promotion as

Assistant ^ shown in the Respondent's order dated

)5.10.90 as 5.10.90^they shal l put appl icant to notice

and give her a reasonable opportunity to represent,

before they take any final oec i sion in t nis regaro.

9. The O.A. disposed of accord ingiy. rjo

costs.

10. Let a copy of this order be placed in

each case record.

Ct
*

(Dr. A. Vedava I I i ) (S.R. Adig^.)
Member (J) Vice Chairman (A)

kar th i k


