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JN TH.S C&NTRAL i\Di>UN 1S'IRJ!{J: IV& n:tiBJNAL • JODHPUR. BE.NCH, 

JODHPUR>.. - ...... ._- ~ 

· DateQoJ: Order s 31.08.2000 

O.A. No. 309/1995 

P ..P. Agrawal S,/(J Shri D.C. Gupta, aged allout 54 years, 

R./0 Telecom Colony., Pal Roaa, Sabbasbnagar, at present 

enployecl on the post of Deputy General Manager, De fence 
conuwnication, JOdhpur:. 

••• APplicant 

vs 

1. Union of India through aecretary to the GOIJ'ernmant 

India., jwii,niStry Of COuuwnic:ation, Telecom Department 

sancha:r Bhawan., 20 AShoka Road, New Delhi. 

2. Chairman, Telecom commissioo., New Delhi. 

3. S.nri Rajendra Q.ingh ( 406) General Manager, M T N L 

New .oelhi. 

4. ahri P Ganesh ( 417 ) Dy • Director, General (SAT) 

Telecom commission, New Delhi. 

•. • Respoodents 

Nr. J .K. Kau.shik., counsel for the Applicant. 

Mr. v ineet .Lvlathur, Counsel for the RespCllldents No. 1 & 2 • 

NCJDe is present for the Jt.espande.:its 3 & 4. 

C<B.AM a 

1-lon ·'ole ~. A.K. Misra, Jadieial teuber 

Htn' ble Me. Gopal Singh, Nlministrative L""arrber 

OR..t>SR - ,_ ~-

Applicant~ P.P. Agrawal. in this a.pplic::atioo 

under section 19 of tbe Ac:iJDinistrative Tribunals Act, 1985, 
' 

bas prayed for a direction to the respCildents to consider 
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the case of the applicant for promotion to the pest of 

Senior Administrative Grade (~AG) in I.T~. Grd. A on 

ad hoc basis ~-$~par with his junior with all consequential 

benefits. 

2. Applicant's case is that he was _initially 

appointed as PrQbat.icner en the post of AO&T at Jodhpur. 

On co~letion of probation, he was su:tetantively appointed 

to Telegraph Engineeru1g Service w.e.f. 06.2al972, and 

was promoted -to senior time seale in 1977 and to junior 

. Administrative Grade in 1982. The next promotional post 

is that in.S.A .. G and it is a selection post. ~he respon­

dents vide their orders dated 03.6.1 96 (A~:lftexure A/l) and 

dated 12 .s.•·~4 (Annexure A/2) have promoted on ad hoe basis 

to S.A.G. ~~hl:'i Rajendra Singh (RespClldent No.3). and 

P. Ganesh (aespondent No.4) who az:·e junior to the applicant 

Feeling aggrieved. the applicant bas filed this application 

In the counter# the official respondents have 

stated that the case of the applicant was considered by the 

Screening Committee_ but the Committee found him 'Not ,Pet 

fit• for promotion. Further 1 the case of the applicant 

for regular promotion to s.~ .• G .. is under cwsideration. 

The official r~pondents have also stated that the applican 

had agitated the matter before the Principal Bench of the 

Central Administrative Tribunal vide O.A No.1097/94 and 

the same was rejected vide order dated 19.8.94 (A.Dnex.R/2) 

with the following observations a 

11 10. In tb.e circuJ.Mtances, this application 
is liable te :be dismissed and we do so. However, 
we make it clear that if and when the applicant 
is considered by the DpC for promotion on a re­
gular basis to the 'Senior Administrative Grade, 
·the DPC: shall also consider whether the applicant 
shoula be given the benefit of ad hoc appointment 
which has been denied to bin& at thiS stage by 
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impugned Annexure A/1 order dated 31.1.94 
in case the bene fit of such ad hoc appoint­
ment is given to his junior for any purpose .• 

.It has, therefore , ~en prayed by the respondents that the 

application may l:e rejected. 

4. we have heard the learned counsel for the parties, 

and perused the records of the case carefUlly. 

5. 'l'he applicant had earlier approached the Principal 

Bench of the Tribunal inpugning the orders of the respoodent~ 

dated 31.1.1994, wherein some of the juniors to the applicant 
: f ; 

were:~~ oo ad hoc bas.is to the_SAG, and as has been 
~...-· . \ .......,.. -

mentioned above • the application was dismissed and it was 

directed that if and when the applic~nt is considered by the 

DPC for promotico en regular basis to the SAG,., the DPC shall 
. - .·. . 

also consider whether the applicant shOUld be given the bene­

fit of ad hoc promotia1. 

The ~plicant bad simultaneously filed an o.A. 

380/94, before this Bench, wherein it was prayed tbat the 

respoodents be directed to convey him the toned down/dOWD 

_:.graded A<l<.s because accordJ.ng to him, be had not .been coo-
' l.,~-

for ad hoc promotion to the post of SAG of .US. Grade 

•A• due to placing some adverse material in his record. Thia 

O.A. was disposed of on 8.11.•94 with a directicn to the 

respondents that they should inform the applicant within two 

weeks as to why he has not teen coosidered even for ad hoc 

promoticm when his juniors have been promoted b.1 order dated 

31.1.94 as also the respondents will inform him about the 

adVerse material Cll record, if any. 

7. The applicant has not aentiooed anything in this 

O .. A. about the O .. A .. No.l097/94 filed before the Principal 
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aench and O .. A. No .. 380/94. :before this Bench. ~hus .. 'the 

applicant has not approached this Tri.bunal with clean hands. 

Moreover, in O.A. N0.1097/94 before thEl-:-i?r incipal Bench, the 

applicant had prayed for consideration of his case for ad hoc 

promotioo to SAG at par with his juniors. In the present 

application also the ~plicant has prayed for consideration 

of his case for aa hoc promotion to the SAG at par with his 

juniors. The applicant bas already suffered the order dated 
~~ 
· · 19 .s.• 94 in C>..A .. No. 1097/94 in this regard o Therefore, the 
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1. '· 

applicant cannot be permitted to agitate the same issue again 

and again. Further., in terms of directicos of this Tribunal 

in o.A .. No.3 S0/9-', the respondents nust have conveyed to the 

applicant the reasons for ignoring him for promotion on ad 

hoc .basis to the aAG. 'l'he applicant has not whispered a 

word about this in the present O.A • 

a. In the light of above c:liscussica, we do not find 
'1 

.} any merit in this application and the same deserves to be 

/ dismissed$ 
J/ 

9. The Original Application is accordingly dismissed 
-·~ 

with no order as to costs. · 

{(~-.-,~­
( GOPAL a.INdk ). 
Adm. Member j·•· ; • -~ --.::;.. . _ 

~~~~~~~<) 
( A .. Ko MJSR:A ) 
J!Jdl. V~nber 
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