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IN THE CEKYRAL ADKIKISTRATIVE TRIFURAL
AHMEDABAD BENCH

. .A. 4 5
_C 259/89 with

O.A. No/306/90
Do 5

Kﬁxixxx

DATE OF DECISION 3rd November, 1992,

Shri Girdnarbhai Kalidas Nayee Petitioner
Mr, B,B. Sogia Advocate for the Petitioner(s)
Versus
Union of India & Ors, Respondent
Mr, Akil Kureshi Advocate for the Respondent(s)
CORAM :
T~ Hon'ble Mr. N.V, Krishnan 3 Vice Chaimman

The Hon’ble Mr. R.C. Bhatt : Member (J)
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Girdharkhed Kalicas Naye Applicent
VE ¢
1, Union cof Indie,

Through:

Selecreti.ty Telecom Deptt/lMinistry,

New Delhi,
26 Generel Mancger,

Telecom,

Ahmecabzc,
3. Telecorn,

Disirict Mznager,

Rajkot. Responcents

0.A4./306/9C

Shri Girdharbhai Kalidas Nai Applicant
Vs.

1. Union of Indie,
Throughs

Secretary Communication,

Govt, of Indisa,

New Delhi,
24 General Manager,
Tele Communication,
‘Ashram Roagd, ,
Ahredabad. Respondents
JUDGMENT
O0.A. 259 of '89
with ;
s 2 100
Oults JE0 2F 20 Date: 3.11,1092

for the eapplicant and Mr.

for the respac ents,

, Member (J)

. Gogia learned acvocate

Akil Kureshi learned acdvocate
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By These two eprlicztions f£iled by the
applicant under Section 1% of the Administrative
Trikunels Act, 1985, are heard together, by consent 2
of learneC edvocates for the parties .ané aré reim
disposed of by a common judgment,
3 The applicant)a’Junior Engineer;serving .
with the rESp;néents Telecomruunication Department,
has file¢ O,A{/No. 259/689 secking the relief that
the ‘respondents be dirccteé to treat him as having - : )

been promotec as a Asst, Engineer or the respondents

be directed to rel%%e the promotion orders as Asst,

Engineer in fa&our of the applicaﬁt from the dates

his Juniors as referred to in para ¢4 (iv) were

promotéd as Asst, Engineer with all the consequential

benefits of salary etc., while 0,A./306/90 is filgd

by him seeking the relief thét reversion oraer ofvthe'° 

applicant by G.M.T:'Ahmedabad dated 17th March, 1986, ‘.
incorporated in order dated 21st March, 1986, be

declared as illegal, null and void and the applicant

be declared having continued as Asst. Engineer so long

e ik m s o _ - o N .
his juniors &s mentioned in Annexurc A/5 continued,

0.4,.,/306/90, the applicant

[N
n

During the pendsncy of th

Fas amendelC the eyorlication contending that the

aprlicant hacd preferrec an epneal dzted 7th April, 1986,
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against the impugned order dated 21st March, 19865,

@

and also;continued furthtier rep

_he rgceived & reply in terms of Asst. Engineer (Admn.)

office of the T D M, Rijkory Gated 25,001 98 L e she

. vigilance case was deemed t£0 be pending &égeainst

him., The applicant has therefore, challenged the said

reply dated 25th April, 1988, also, as illegal, null

and void,

&, Teking first the facts of 0.A,./306/9C,
advereé thet he %

the applicant has/joined the service as Engineering

Supervisor in P & T Department now Telecommunication

department on 9th November, 1972, that the said post

of Engineering Supervisor was feéﬁamed as Junior Engineern

that the applicant was promoted on ad-hoc- basis as

Sub-Divisional Officer, Telegraphs which is equavalent

to the post of A.E. and.in the séne cadré on 9th Feb.

1984, which was subsequently revised to a.scale of 1

Rs, 2000-3500 from 1st January, 1986, It is the case

of the applicant that he worked continuously in the

said post at Godhretill.he receiveé the reversion order

datec 2ist March, 1986, reverting him to the post of

Junior Engineer and posting him under T.D.M, Rajkot.
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£ punishment and therefore submitted
representation dated 7th April, 1986, to the G.M.

Telecommunication, Gujarat Circle, Ahmedabad, and sent
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allégeé by the applicent that his reversiocn order was

by way of penalty ané hence, in violeticn of Article "“f  ':,h

311 of Constitution of India as no inguiry has been

held agairEt him and the sare is also in violation of e %

Article 14 and 16 of the Constitution of India as

juniors were continued and therefore, according to

the applicant he was‘entitled to be deemed to continue

as Asst, Engineer on adhoc basis till his juniors were .
P>

allowed to contime as A.&, on achoc basis. The applic:

preferred an appeal ageinst the impugned order of

reversion and made further representation to wvhich he i e

received & reply catec 25th &pril, 1989, b the office

iliegal.
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promocec o choc/berworLL’ basis &nd ultimately he weas

responcents have denied that the order of reversion was

o

asseC by way of punishment, It is contended that the
applicant wes not promoted to the next promotional post
as the vigilance case against him was penéing &s per
D.0.T. New Delhi, memo dated 1st August, 1988, and the

Fk_'*_

applicant was informed according by letter dated 17th

April, 1989, by the T.D.M. Rajkot, and therefore, he was

not allowec to officiate locally as T.E.S. Grade-B
Officer. The respondents have denied that the juniors

were promotel by-passing the licitimete claim of the

& J4ICENC CZ TOLOTAON,., 1T 4 CE ic 3 e le OF
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that the C,E,I. Ahmedebad has régistersd & case

d4Jalnst tnz aPpllicent regaraing Grr fraua involving an
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28th lay, 1986, and &fter the completion of the insuiry
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It is contenacec that o ary ¢ jas contemp-

leted ageinst the a-wlicant on 15th September, 1986,
and he was charge-sheetec on oné Feb. 1990. It is

O

contendeé that cue to the C.B.I. c&sé€ against th

applicant and others and regular departmental action
. M= e

for major penalty haxe also been recommended against

+he applicant for which the Department would take

action ané hence +he action of the respondents reverting

the applicant to his substantive post was justified.

b The applicant has filed rejoinder contendéng
that he is not aware of any vigilance casS€e against

him and he was no where connected in G.P.F., freu¢d

case,

IM
Te So far the factSof 0.h./259/89 are concerned,
the casz of the applicernt 1S +that he was promotea O

cion Officel, Telegraph$s which

e b

367 +o the post of A.E. and in the Same caGre

J

®

on 9.2.1984 whicn waés subseguently revised to th
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s &
scale & Rs., 2000-350C from 1St January, 19€6, &nc

he worked in that post at Godhra till he received the re-.
verzion ordsr Gateé 21st March, 1¢g€, geverting hirn

to the post of J.E. and posting him under T.D.li

Rajkot. It is alleged by him that he has filed O.A.ST.

No. 739/88 cheallenging the said reversion order retaining

iors in the hi

(14

her posts but in the mean tim

Q

efter his reversion, further employees juniors tc him
shovn in parz 4 (iv) have been promoted on adhoc basis
as Asstt. Engineer unéef T,D.,M, Rajkot, The case of the
applicant is that he cannot be bye-passed and he cannot
be refused promotion on adhoc basis while juniors were
granted such promotion, It is alleged by him that

one Mr. J.G. Joshi, who is much junior to him was p#omoted
on local basis as Asst. Engineer vide memo dated 22nd
September, 1988, The applicant, therefore,submitted
representation dated 25th November, 1987, to the Telecom.
District Manager, Rajkot, and then he further made
representation on 23rd March, 1989, to the Chief Gener=al

er, Telecom, Gujarat Telecom, Circle, tc which he

reply cated 3rd May, 1989, from Asst,

ing lotter cdated 25th

April, 1989, from Asst, Engineer (Adm.) T.D.!i.'s Office
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jkxot, & copy of which is vide Annexure A/6 informing
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him that & Vigilance case is deemed to be pending against
him, The applicant has challenged this Annexure A/6
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>f the vigilance case pending egcinst him nor was he
asked to submit explanation in respect, of any vigilance
case, except that 2-3 years back he was called by C,B,I,
Inspector, Ahmedabad and was asked some questions in )
relation to one G.P,F, freaud cause. It is alleged by the
applicant that he cannot be denied of his right of |

consideration for promotion on local or adhoc or regular

basis for indefinites period on such vague grounds,

8. ' The respondents have filed reply contending
that the application suffers from delay and latches

and further it is contended that the applicant was
reverted vide office memo dated 17th March, 1986,

on account of administrative ground and that as the
applicant was promoted on adhoc basis to offic;ate as
5.D,0,T,, he did not have any claim for his promotion,
that he was not furt-er promoted to the next promotion
because, the vigilance case was deemed to be pending
against him as per D,0,T,, New Delhi memo dated 1.,8,198¢
and, hence, he did not deserved any officiating promotion
and fact of deemed pendency of vigilance case was brought

to the notice of the applicant through a letter dated

...100000
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17th April, 1989, by T.D,M.Rzajkot, ané hence, the epplicant
was not allowed to officiate locally as T.,E.S. grede
E officer, It is contended that the applicant dié not
cesc rve any prorotion on adhoc basis again and it has
no relevance to the other officers promoted on adhoc basis,
c. The applicant has filed rejoinder controver-

ting the averments made by the respondents in the reply., The

' respondents have filed further reply to the rejoinder

contending that the disciplinary case was alresady
contempleted against the épplicant on 15th September, 1986,
and there were other serious lapses as exceeding the

power and authority in issuing "No Objection" certificate

for an intemational pass-port in favour of an official

who was also involved in the aforesaid case and the appli-

cant was awarded a penalty of cencuge on 6th December, 1986.

10. The applicant has prayed in 0.A,/259/89
that the respondents be directed to treat the applicant

&€s having been promoted as Asst, Engineer or the
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respondents may ke to release the promotion

orders as Asst., Engineer in tavour of the applicant from

promoted
the dates his juniors, as referred to in para ¢ (iv) were /
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were adhoc promoticns, but he coulé not be bye-pa sseq,
10,2 We will ezl |lwith this contention of the §pplicant's
later as toc whether he should be trzated &s having
been promoted fror the dste his junicrs were prorivotec an
adhoc basis as Asst, Engineer but so far the question of "'_
reqular promotion is concerne¢, it is important to note
£hat the respondents in the reply to O.Ao/306/90 have
contende@ that the applicant had filed 0.,A,./38/92 before
this Trikunal seeking the promotion but the same was
dismissed on 21st Feb, 1992, and the copy of the judgment
of the said application is producec by the respondents
at Annexure R/l. " This applicant in the 0.A./38/92 had
alleged that he was workiné as 5unior Telecom Officer
ané he had sucessfully passed the required examination

and had completed the required service for promotion in

the cadre of T.E.S. Gr. B and was selected by the D,P.C,

(LY

\0D

ct
5

llovember,

’l
(\
o
'....l
(H
t
(l‘
4]
e
{l

1990, but the promoticn was deniec¢ to him on the grounc

Aoy
i

-
ialk

t
)
¢
)
}
Al
!
)
.
)
13
Hh
Y
m
{
[N
cd
"

m

m
§
Oy
®]
m

ned !

recociinenCil |bepaltnielitc. aclicn agalnst thie Cr1acCelr CCZ‘ACC_L‘/
-

DIt s e e ek il S S o Sy i AR e D e o P B0 R RN



) .
. r -

Recain the JUucIment oiec / ’ : b 1

chargesheet had been served on epplicent on zné Feb., 1°£0,
herees t D.P,C, rmezting which consicdereé the cese of

% erplicant anc Ioc 3 "E 3 Tos s Tic =1

&

the orGer of the disciplinary ecthority dated 27th

August, 1992, by which £he compet&nt Disciplinary Autho-
rity in exercise of the powers vested in it by rules

of CCS (CCA) Rule, 1965, exhonorated the applicant of all
charges framed against him in G,P,F. fraud case that
occurred in Baroda Telecom, Division for which chargesheet
was issued to the applicant., The learned advocate for the
applicant, therefore, submittecd that now that the

a@pplicent is exhonorated from all the charges framed against

him, the regular promoticn shoulc be civen to him which was

>~ 4D~
thics connec-
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re, therefore, broadly in agreement

a
with the finding of the Tribunal that when

theprery thzt he 1s not i cuné kleme-vorthy in
tre| leest .ané is not visiteld with the penalty
even of nsure, he has to be given > bencfit

ce
f the salary of the highcr post along with
the othar benefits from the Gate on which he

would have norrally been promotec but for the

S 4 vy T 2= . < P - g ~
giscinlinary/criminel proceecings. However,
+here mey be cases vhere the procescings,

£

s e oy

example, delayed at the instance of the employee
or the clearance in the disciplinary proceecings
or acguital in the criminal proceecings is

with benefits of doubt or on account of non-
availability of evidence due to the attributa-
ble to the employee etc. In such circumstances,
the concerneé authorities must be vested

with the power to decide whetherthe employee

at all deserves any salary for the intervening
period and if he does, the extent to which he
deserves it, Life being complex, it is not
possible to antiéipate and enumerate ex-hausti-
vely all the circumstances under which such
consideration may become necessary to ignore
however, such circumstances, when they exist

and lay down an inflexible rule that every

case when an employee is exonerated in dis-
ciplinary/ criminal proceedings he should be
entitleé to all sslary for the imtervening

ool R S Eom Ve PP e L 4 PR
eYi00 1% TS uncerImille QlScipline iB Toe

administration ané jecoarCies pukblic.interests.

Hh

We are, therefore, unable tc agree with the

sentence in the first sub-paragraph after
clause (iii) of paragraph 3 of the saic Memo-
randum, viz., "but no arrears of pay spall
be payable to him for the period of notional

..14..
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prosecution. Whethesr the auvthority denied
arrars of salary or part of it, it will

"

record its reasons for doing so,"

In this view of the matter, if the order of the
disciplinary suthority has become final meaning thereby
that if the department has not proceeded further against
the applicant by way of appeal or other legal proceediqgs'
in the s2id case, the applicant would.be entitled to the
regular proﬁotion from the date on which he would have
norrally been promoted but for the disciplinary proceecings
but whether he will be entitled to any arredrs of pay

for the period of noticnal promotion preceding the date
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o7 actudl promotion, and if so to vhat extent, will Dbe
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applicant in|[0.A./306/9C by which the arplicant
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hWis reversion order by G.l.T. Ahmsczhad, Ga
i

liarch, 1926, incorporatead
and i
Fsrch, lCEi,/LlSC ve dezl with the cese of applicent
AN
. w ke mr e . ) okt = e . .
Cobo/25C/68C in WiiicC c: s soucht t relief cirect

ncer from the céztes his juniors referrec to in
cf arplicetion wvere promoted on &dhoc basis as

Ascst,

Acsct,

in Annexure A/2 order datec¢ 21st

Engi-

=5 4
Lnoineerx

The order of reversion of the applicant vide memo aszted 21st

.

was

®

lszarch, 1986, in 0.4./306/°0 Annexure A/2 which 5 in

accordance with the previous order cdated 17th

reads as unders:

viarch,

1¢86,

»

"On resumption of duty by Shri A.M.Kachhia, J.E,.
GMM Bombay &s S.D.C. Telegrarhs, Godhra, Shri
G.K, Nayee, Offg, S.D,0O. Telegraphs, Godhra,

is reverted to the cadre of J,E. on administ-
rative grounds and posted under T,D.M. Rajkot.,"

The case of the applicant is that the reversion order is

by way of penalty and thus is unconstitutional and in viola-

tion of Article 14 and 16 of the Constitution of India as

much as-S/Shri A.E., Patel, N.,G.Vadher, and J.D.,Agher, who

were juniors to him as J.E. were also promoted as A.E, on

adhoc basis like the applicant much later to him and who

wers continued on promd>tion post on adhoc basi
revartel oaly by ordsr dzted 2n¢ Septerlt.r, 19

were

S ANn,
order Ann
lehsansg,

.Group

E purely on térporary ané adhoc basis., According te th-

appliéant, the post of Sub-Division Officer Telegraphs,

..15.0
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stion to which he receivec¢ the replv in @ terms

m

of 4sst. Enginzer, (Adm,) office of the T.D.lM, Rajkot's

catec 25th 4=ril, 199, that & vigileance ciSe was deemic
. . tc be pending egeinst him. The learned acdvocate for the

applicant submitted that this reason was palpably

wrong ané¢ even if there was such pendency of vigilance

case, the applicant cannot be reverted., The applicant

has produceé the letter datec¢ 25th April, 1989, at

page no, 20 ofrthe file, The respondents ha;e contended
that the order of reversion was not passed by way of
punishment bu; as he was involved in G.P.F., Fraud

case and as the disciplinary case also was contempleted
against the apnlicant he was not promoted. The case of

the apolicant is that he should be deemed to ke

continued on promotion post on adhoc post till his

'
o= -~ = - e - o m = - ] — e g
Y datec¢ 2ncé Se-temb r, 1938, The aprlicant's part of
\\'
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to nave pesn promotel IO Loige CGéte O 1 jJuniilil
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referec¢ in pzre 4 (iv) of that 0.A. were promot:C
adhoc basis. It is the case of the applicant that
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adhoc rasis tlo the post of Asst, Ebnfincer under l.b.li.
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nim wvas ‘promoted on lccel basis as Asst, Lnglneer., The .

J
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apolicent is no:t akle to show the order rejgérding others. |
learneé advertate for the applicent submittec that there

was no vigilence case egainst the anplicant andé hence,

there was no rsason why he was not promotec¢ on adhocC

m

basis when the juniors was promoted, The learned advocate
for the respondents submitted that two case were contemp-
leted against the applicant, one wéé a case about the

WNo Objection" certificate in. pass-port for which a
penalty of chnsure" was passed on 6th December, 1286,
and other was G.P.F. fraud case. He submitted that thé
adhoc promotions to the juniors were either continued

or civen after the applicant only on local basis. He
also relied;on two Annexure R/1 and R/2 producec¢ with

the reply. &nnesxure R/2 dated 1.1,19€8 shows thzt wvhere

writing to [institute éisciplinary proceedings &lthouch
the charge 'shest hes not been actually issued the
vicilance clearance in cese of promoticn, confirmation

etc. e withheld. This instruction is in modificaticn

..18...
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tc the ezrlier circuler dated 13th Lec., 1¢77, and 3rd
Dec, 1987, profduced at R/1 which refers to tho surject
of trhe vicrilance isciplitieryy Cose Ceenec to i
pencing eceinst the oi:icers,
12 In orcer to knos v%ethcr therc wae em Drire-

vitilznce czse was cezmec to be pencing against him
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The resooncents have

producec the oricinal record of the disciplinary cases
against the avplicent. In the first file part one
VO/COIEZ£85/71, Re/48/85-AED Fraud in GPT'Accts,page

note 1N shows that R.C./48/éS dated 31st Decenber,

1985, had been registered by the SPE CBI Ahmedabad against
some official named there in ~ 'G.P.F, fraud case, There
is other note no., N/13 dated 5.3.1986 as unéer:

~"As per the endorsement given on these 13

‘T~

Chezues, Shri Neyee has authorisecd¢ Shri Ranger,

Lz m B £ . g G J 3 —_ - vy~
L,04ne cf his ofilice to receive the anmount
o his kehalf from the Bznk, Had Shri Nayee
Tz FOEAT PEeiREEs in Gischz roir his
: LULiILE &85 nencivies epcve, the freud cof ERe,
1 . B e A ~ . - .
A 1,280,270/~ coul€ hzve bsen preventec/ detected
X
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\v E2Xliy,. NODT ©@A.LY WIAs, CUringc his tenures as
< efte have zl:co kser
iste 2 &t Boghre
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Rjio T.D.M.| with instruction not to post him in any

sensitive post. In the other file lo. VO/Conf/86/32

- the respondents on the subject of complaint ’

e, - aE L LIRS, Ly o

acainst the applicant ebout the issue of N,0.C. beyond

his powers, the oréer dated 15th September, 1986, shows
that the authority decideé to take disciplinary proceecing
against the applicant and others. It is also mentioned
therein that the applicant as S,D.0.T. was not at all
competent to issue NOC for oEtaining an international
Pass-port, but he had done so, which was a serious

lapse on the part of Shri Neyee, So on 15th September,
1986, the authority decided tc take action again=- him,

On pace 22 there 1is final order datec 6,12.1986 acainst

end the Divisicnzl Encireer Phones Extl}., Rejkot imposed

on him the psnzlty of "Censure" under Rule 16 of CC3

CCL) 1045 v £his oriex, In the thiré file produced

by the resconceénts being no, VO/CONF/€5/71 on the sul ject
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whiEeGelle G Willc is &lso in this file thet there was
suziicirent evicence for initieting Ruacular Dezzrtmentel

Action for Major Penalty against the applicent and others
only after their evidence recorded in the court case
against the accusec persons mentioneé in pare (2)

w1tne§% in the
of theat letter as they are: inDor&ant/court case,
On the strength of this documentary evidence, the
learnec acvoceéte for the respondents submitted thet
there was sufficient material to revert the applicant
on @éaministrative ground by order cated 21st March,

1986, He submittec thet applicant's promotion was

¢h end temporery ancd the orcder of reversicn was not

\
’
Oy
(]
ct

({
9]
n
.
O
!
e
8¢}
o))
-~
[l
n
-+
J
®
el
"
}t
b
0
(8))
-
o+
)
0
3
o}
t
t
v
M
D

- % B <~ —— e Al & B
- o - - ~ ~ - -— -\ud - S - < ~— ~
-* —~ - N T K q -~ + ¥ - ~ >~ Y-~ + )} - >
o~ e - - e —_ + < ~ - -~ L ks e d Cad U LI1C G L L Ldd s & g



. & o N L 2
three thcfts
of applicent gs §.D,08.T. Gochre, shaa alco occured in
his jurisciction i.e. 2 &t GoGhra and one &t Halol &nad

hence his continuance as S,D.0.T. Godhra, was not in the

plicant could not urce thet his reversion ve: illegel
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ZRS or wzS violative cof Article 14 znc 16
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2né September, 1988, when his juniors were revertec as
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preved in O.A,./306/90 shou

13, So far 0.4,/5 9/89 is concerned, learmed
advocate for the respondents submitte¢ that there is no
substance ih the grievance of the applicant that though
his junior Mr. J.G. Joshi was promoteé on adhoc basis
by order déted 22nd September, 1988, and.some others

he
were promoted on adhoc basis why[yas not promoted
on adhoc basis. He submitted that there was sufficient
materials available against the applicant and now

produced by thz respondsnts to show thet on 15th September,

1¢£€, the conczrned authority had decidec to teke action
ageinst the epplicent thet 8.,0,U.T, he was not at all
comnetent to issuve N,0.C. for coiteining internetionegl
racs-rort but he had ¢ons so andé there was final order
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ecion by letter dated 7th September, 1988,

had edvised for regular departmentzl action for mejor

his juniors were given adhoc promotion on local basis,
Ee submitted that & vigilance case cshould ke deemed

to be pending against the apnlicant, and therefore,
demand
the @pplicent dennot / promotion on adhoc basis.

14, Learned advocate for the applicant relying
on & decision in Shaikh Méhaboob Vs. Railway Board

and Others, 1982 (1) SLR page no. 455, submitted thet
the applicant was entitlec to be given an adhoc
promotion and should have been continued as such

till his juniors were continued, The deciéion referred
to deals with the question of regular promotion and
reliance was placed on the Railway Board's letter dated

15/17th Septerber, 1964, This decision has no bearing

to ‘the fTeacivs 0f the Dresent case,  leerned acveorece S0
the applicznt glsc relied on.the decision in D,R, Oza
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guarentee under Article 16 of the Constitution of India

} therefore, reversion

(4]
(&7

covers even terporery enployees ean
was arbitrary ané invalid, On facts of that case, the
Hich Court, of Gujaret held that the order of the

S arritrary &nc un-recsonadlle ana

y
B

m

State Governmment w
the Govemment cannot arbitrearily pick out the petitioner
for'discrimination by reverting him without any reason

and putting up other junior emgioyees of the same class

in his place even if according to the Govt., the pet: tioner
was femporary employee. In the instant case, the respondents'’
action cannot be considered as un-reasonable or arbitrary
because the detailed reasons are found in their files, and
Zx we have discussed the same earlier in details, The
respondents, in our opinion had sufficient ﬁaterial to
revert applicant and also in not giving him adhoc promotion
later on., It is well settled that a person.éppointed on
adhoc basis has no right to the post. An adhocist has not
right to either ot seniority or otherwise on the post on
which his adhoc appointrent is made. It only means that
technically the post in question is still vacant tor the
person who is found eligible to occupy the quota post., In
the above case, the respondents have shown satisfactorily
that the order ot reversion of the applicant at Annexure
A/2 in O.A,./306/90 was legal and valid and the action

of the respondents in not promoting applicant on adhoc

...24...
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jllegality or arritrarinesc,
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it, In view of our fincdircs apcove, the 0.4,
-y P T ol L DU A __F 2 =i 2 T =

o, 306 of 19¢0 =hell heve to ke cismissed anc QO.&,No.

25¢/8¢ shzll have toc ke partially allowea., Hence,

the following orcer:

16, CROZR IK GC.,A,./306 OF 1990

- — - - e G S - G - -

OlA./306/1990 is dismissed with no orders

as to costs,

ORDER_IN 0.A,/259 OF 1989 )
(1) The application is partly allowed. The
respondents are directed to give regular
éromotion to the applicant from the date
on which, he would have been normally
promoted but for the disciplinary proceedings
which ended in exhonaration of the applicant

of all charges framed¢ against him in G.,P.F.

frauc¢ cesz as per order of Disciplinary
Authority catea 27th Aucust, 1992, provided
thzt 1o farther ap-ellate or others preoceselings
sgzinat tHRY Dfer Ids pending,

(ii) The respondents to decide the question of
rzvreit of arrears of pey for the period
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