
IN THE CENTRAL AQMINISTRATIl/E TRIBUNAL

PRINCIPAL BENCHs NEU DELHI

0«A. No, 1456/94

New Delhij this the 2nd day of January'1995,

Hon^ble 3h, N. y,Krishnaiij Vice-Chairman (A)

Hon'ble Or,A,Vedawalli, Member (J)

Shri Jagdiah Sharma
S/o Shrl Parss Ram Sharma
Postal Assistant,
Ashok Vihar Post Office (Delhi)
R/o 285/0-16, Sector-3, Rchini,
DELHI- 110 085,

By Advocate Sh, R.Dayal

Versus

1, Union of India
through Secretary,
Ministry of Communication,
Department of Posts,
Oak Tar Bhawan,
Perllamant Street,
NEW OELHI-IIO 001,

2® Chief Postmaster General
Delhi Circle, Meohdoot Bhauan,
NEW DELHI- 110 001®

By Advocate Sh, M,K.Gupta

Applicant

,Respondents

OB:PER (Oral)

Hon*ble Shri N« V.Krishnan

have heard the learned counsel for the parties,

applicant has been given promotion only from 1-4-86 although he

was entitled to get promotion atleast from 1-11-84 or 1-5«85»

That is the grievance,

sJ, The facts may be stated. The applicant completed 16 years
of service on 1-11~84 and had become/for promotion in accordancs

V^ • f ' 'with the Time Bound one promotion Scheme on'that date, Disciplinsry
proceedings were initiated against him on 26-4-84^by the order
dt, 24-5-84, the penality of stoppage of the next increment of the

applicant for six months, without any cumulative effect, waa
imposed. The next increment fell, due on 1-11-84. Therefore,

the pr^nality was current till 1-5-85,

la/
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3- A,DPC was held on 16-1-86 which according to the respondents
L ' ' '

considered the names of all these people who were eligible for

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

penality on that date, he was not eligible for promotion^

. A subsequent DPC meeting was held on 8-9-86® The applicant*®

case was considered and he was promoted 1-4-B6®

5"- It is that the earliest date from which the applicant

could have been considered for promotion is only 1-5-85 aftsr the

penality had been suffered fully. He could not, rightly^ too^have

been promoted from 1a11®84^uh8n he was suffering the penality.

The respondents have not been able to explain why He was not

promoted from l-S-SS on the basis of the riswo DPC rracornmendatione

^. The Ld, Counsel for the respondents however states that
' /

the OA has been filed only in 1994 whereas the order granting proap-

tioR from 1-4-86 was instead of as early as on 21-10-86, Tho reliigf

sought by him for an earlier date of promotion is, therefore

~T. oie notice that the applicant has produced only a^opy of

jVlc
( QR.A.yEOAl/ALLl) ( N̂ ISHNAN)

Member i3j Vice-Chairman (A)

cc«

a representation made as late as on 25,5®93 (Annexure-4}y that^for

promotion from 1-11-94# This was disposed by the impugned Annexure

A-S order dated 10-11-93 which clarifiesL why he could not b© promoted
from UrU94 viz; that he was suffering a penalt>% We can not find

any fault with that reply« Therafore the pray^/as made in the OA
}

can not be granted viz that promotion be granted from 1.11•84•

It is only during the course of the arguments that the

learned counsel pointed out that he could have been promoted stleast

from 1®5®85 after the penalty had been suffered. The applicant did

not make any such representation to the respondsnts for their

consideration^not ©yen in the belated representation at Annexure

•? In the circumstancs^ we find no merit in this OA, It is

dismissed.


