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{By Hon'ble Mr, Justice V.5. Malimath,
Chairman)
Nore appears for the petitioner, Shri P.P. Khurana,
. Counsel, is preéant on behalf of the respondents, As this
is & very old matter, we comsider it proper to leok"inio
the records, hear the le arned counsel for the respondents
and dispose of this case on merits,
2, Tha petition&r’s'claim is for grant of premotion en
complatibn: of 16 ysars service as on 30.1 . 1683, That
the petitioner fulfilled the conditicn for grant of one
time promoticn is not disputed, The promction was not granted
thoggh the petitiener fulfilled ths condition because by the
~ time, namely on S,§,1985, the ﬁetitioner was subjectedio tuwo
disciplinary proceedings for some minor misconduct in which
he has been imposed punishment of with-holding incrament Forfﬁ?
three monbhs 1n one case. and six morthe lﬂ another casse, Ue
arm inclined to take the view that as an vhe date the petxtxuﬁ
became eiigible For grant mr'promotion, namejy, on 3 .z!,aﬁad,
nc disciplinary proceedings wvere pendirng. eg ainst h:m. 'Tﬁe;

e

authorities wers.not justified in denying the Dremutian ta

him.  Hence, the petitiocner is entitled to grdnt ef pramatzan

\P//in this case, ' : 1 _“5/ 



3. So far as the punishment imposed in this cese is A

cencerned, we fFind that the petition is uefy clumsily framed.
In'this case, the petitioner appears to have praysd for
‘quashing of the twe orders of punishment dated 24,3.1965 and
22,3,19€5 affirmed by the appsllate 6rders dated 5,1.1987,

it is necessary to note that the appeals of the petitioner

have been dismissed en the ground that they are barred by
limitation, The petiti@nar'appea's to heve approached thé

yeEry same aufhmrity which imposed the order aFlpenalty bana?idﬂ
beliaving that he can file appeal té the same authority, There
was some delay en the part of the petitioner in appreaching

the appellate forum, This factor should net have beenltaksn-
into consideration by the appellate authority and condoned

the deléy while sntertaining the appeal ef the petitionsr, -\\‘
Ue are, thersfore, inclined to teke the view that the

appellate authority should take lenient view in dealing with
the patitionsr’s appeal, Hsnce, this ;s a fit case te

interfere with the eppellate orders and remit the casesto the

appellate autherity,

4, Fer the reasons stated abeve, this patition is

alléwed. The respondents are directed:

(1) to accerd the bensfit of promotion to the .
petit icner w.e,f, 30,11,1983 and te grant him

A

all consaguential monatary bunefits;

(2) If on tha besis of premotian, the pstitiener
is entitled to cress the E.B., the same shall l
be considered in accordancs with lau; :
{3) The orders of the appellate autherity dismissing J
the appealsagainst the ardefs dated 21,3,1985
and 22,3.1985 imposing the penalty of withholding
incremants for threé months and six menths
respectively dated 5,1.1987 are hersby quashed
a?d the caseséneremitted to the appellats authority
Telecam Diuisianal Enginesr, dareilly for frash

. '—‘-i_‘(




2

3-3.'

disposal treating the appealsas having bsen filed

in time,
{4) No costs,
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