ot e IN THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL
PRINCIPAL BENCH; NEW DELHI

OcAe No, 1456/94

New Delhi, this the 2nd day of Jaruary 1985,

Honftle Sh. N,V.Krishnan, Vice-Chairman (A)

Hon'ble Or.A,Vedavalli, Member (3J)

3hri Jagdish Sharma

S5/o Shri Paras Ram Sharma

Pestal Assistant,

aSrok Vihar Post Office (Delhi)
o 285/0-16, Sector-3, Rchini,

BéLHIw 110 Ogs.

aeom@\;oa ing -
By Advgcate Sh. R,Qayal pplicant
Versus

, 1. Union of India

A ' through Secretary,
Ministry of Communicatien,
Department of Posts,
Dak Tar Bhawan,
Perliament Street
NEW DELHI-110 001.

2, Chief Postmaster General
Delhi Circle, Meghdoot Bhawan,
NEW DELFI. 110 0C1. . eesss-ssRESpONndents

By Advocate Sh. M.K.Gupta

& ORDER (Oral)

Hon'ble Shri N.V.Krisbnan

We have heard the learned coumsel for the parties,
applicant hes been given promctior only from 1-4-86 although he
was entitled to get promotion atleast from 1-11=84 or T=5=85,
That is the grievance,
A 2. The facts may be stated, The applicant completed 16 yeers
of service on 1=-11=84 and had beccme/for promoticon in accordance
with thﬁKalmE Buund one promctlorfseheme on that date, Disciplinesry
p:cceedaan were initisted agsinst him on 26~;téé?3§ the order
dt, Zaubmsé, ‘the penality of stoppazce of the next increment of the
applicant for six months, without any cumulative effect, was

imposed, The next increment fell, due on 1«11-84. Therefere,

the genality‘uas current till 1-5~85,
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3. A DPC was held on 16-1-86 which according to the respondents
considersd the nzmes of all these people who were eligibls for

promotion as on 30-1=85 only. As the applicant was suffering the

perality on that date, he was not eligible for promotien,
. A subseguent DPL meeting was held on B-9=-86. The applicantts

case was considersd and he was promoted w.e.f. 1=4=B6,
€ ,

cllay
5. 1t is erger that the earliest date from which the applicant

»

could have been considered for promcticr is only 1=5-85 after

fsd

he
penality hed been suffered fully, He could not, richtly, toc, have
been promcted from 1311984/Qhen he was suffering the penality.
The respondents have not been able to explain why he was not

4 Secomg

promoted from 1-5-85 on the basis of the memo OPL rscommendation,

-

& . The Ld, Counsel for the F@ﬁpuﬂdﬁﬁtﬁ,hgw8V$§ statas that
7/
the CA has been filed only in 1994 whereas the order granting promo-
) ‘*'\‘_ Lo ereol
tion from 1-4=-B0 was instesad of as early as on 21=10=-86. The relisf
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sought by him for an sarlier dale of promotion is, therefors stesed.

7. 4e notice that the applicant has produesd only a copy of
2 M
a rapresentation made as late as on 25,.5.93 {Aﬂﬂ&xurﬁ“ﬁﬁfthﬁﬁlfﬁﬁ
promotion from 1=11=94, This was disposed by the impugned Anmexurs
A=5 order dated 10=11=83 which g;arified,why he could not be promoted
from 1.11.94 viz; that he was suffering a pesnelty, UYe cen not find
any fault with that reply, Tharefcra‘tha pray@ s made in the 04
/ .
can not be granted viz that promotion be granted from 1.11.84.
§ 1t is only during the course of the arguments that the

lsarned counsel pointed out that he could have been promoted atleast

¢

from 1.5.,85 after the penalty had been suffersd., The applicant did
not makz any such representation to the respondents for their
Cﬁnﬁidezatiap)net even in the belated representation at Annexurs A4,

9 In the circumstance, we find no merit in this OA, It ia

dismissed, Lﬁz&///
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Member (3J; Vice=Chairman (A}



