CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVL TRIBUNAL
CUIT~ACK BENCH :CUTTACK

ORIGINAL APPLICATION NO: 397 of 1990

Date of d ecisiors: 25th September, 1991

Gayadhar Sahu

(1]

applicant
versus

Unicn of Iadia ard others

L

Respordents

For the applicart M/s. P&V Ramdas,
B.K.Panrda,
D .N«.Mohapatra,

Advocates.

Mr. P .N.Mohapatra,addl. ’
Stamdimg Coumsel (Ceantral)

For t he Respondents

CRAM 3

THE HON'BLE MR . K.P .ACHARYA, VICE CHAIRMAN

THE HON'BLE MR+ I.PGUPTA,MEMBER (ADMN.)

l. Whether reporters of local paper may be
allowed to see the judgment?Yes.

2. To be referred tothe reporters or not?’d

3. Whether His Lordships wish to see the fair

copy of the judgmert2Yes.
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JUDGMENT

KoP +ACHARYA,VICE CLAIRMAN: Ir this applicatiom umder section
19 of theAdmimistrative Tribumrals Act, 1985, the
Petitiomer prays to order expusction of the
Adverse Remarks recorded im his C.C.R as
containmed im Ammexure~2 amd tc issue a directiom

to the (pposite Parties to comsider his case

for promotior to the Time Boumd Promct iom Scheme.

2. The Petiitiozrer is a limeman
Telephomes attached to the office of the Telecom

District Eagimeer, Sambalpur. The prayer of t e
petitioner haya been meaticmed above.

3. We have heard Mr. P.V.Ramdas
learred Coumsel for the applicamt amd Mr. P.N.
Mchapatra learred Zddithomral Stamdiag Cognsel

for the Cpposite Parties. Im paragraph-3 of the
counter, it is stated as follows:

“The adverse eatry for the year 88-89
has beer expurged by the concerred
authority om 18.1.1991 amd his Time
Bourd Promotiom was allowed from
w date it was actually due".
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4. Ia such a situatiom, we are of

opiriom that there is mo further relief to be graated

im favour of the Petitiomer,

5. Thus the applicatiom is accordimgly
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disposed of leavimrg the parties to bear their own
costs. ‘
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VICE CHAIRMAN

-
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MEMBER (ADMINISTRATIVE) %

Central Admimistrativelribural,
Cuttack Bench,Cuttack/K.Mohanty.



