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R. Narasimhan ‘ : oo Applicant
' Vs, '

1. Union of India, represented
by the Secretary,
Ministry of Communications,
New Delhi,

2, Senior Superintendent,

P e, Y, JE YL, Y, Yo YA peny”

RMS TV Division, Trivandrum, : Respondenﬁs
'3, Director of Postal Services(HQ),

Kerala Circle, Trivandrum=35,
' Counsel for the gplicant oo M#. M.K., Damodaran

and CT Ravikumar, KS.Saira

Counsel for the respondents .. Mr.TPWM Ibrahim Khan,
Addl.Central Govt.Standing
Counsel,

| n RDER
(shri S.P.Mukerji, Vice Chairman)

e have heardlthe learned counsel Férvboth the
parties and ﬁave gone through ﬁhe_documents carefqlly.
.In this gplication the aspplicant has sought two reliefs,
Firstly,he prays that the offending part of the impugned
ofdef dated 4;7.88 at Annexurse=1 which indicates ghat
his senidrityvinvthe higher grade would be determined
on the basis of the date of promotioﬁ)should be set aside
és‘hé claims that he shouldvhave been promoted to the
higher grade when he'COmpleted 16 years of service in
ﬁha louwer gradé'in 1981. Under the scheme of time bound
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promotion he was thus entitled to promotion on 30,11.1983,
Hé was not consideréd for promotion because some disciplinary
proceedings were under way at that time which ultimately
concluded in reduction of his pay fér a period of ohe year.
The‘other relief claimed in the application is against the
impugned order datedv9.9.87 at Annexure-II1 by which the
disciplinary.autho?it& directdd that the period between the
date of dismissal and the date of reinstatement i,e., betuween
24,5,85 and 3;5.87 would be treated as duty for the purpose.
of pension only and pay and allowance during this périod

will be limited to the subsistence dlowance,

2, since the second relief has nothing to do uith

the question of his seniority and promotion to the higher
grads in 1983 as claimed by him, this applicatien cannot be
entertained in the present form because of the defect of
pldrality of remedies, The learnad counsel for the applicant
prays that the admission of this application should be cone
sidered by deleting the second relief, In that case the
relief claimed against Anne#ure-l which is dated 4,7,88
would not‘be time barred and the question of condonation of
delay as prayed for in the M,P.N0.619/89 would not arise.
The learned counsel for the applicant indicated that the

applicant has not made any representation to the competent
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authority against the impugned order dated 4th‘july, 1988
at Annexure=I. His contention that there is no statutory
provision for making such a representation cau%%rbn;t be
accep ted because'Sub-ﬁuls (4) of Rule 23 of C.C.S(CCA)Ruies
amply provides for an ?ppeal to the competent authority
against thi; order uhibh according to him denies him the
appropriate seniority and promgtiun to thg higher grade,
In the facts and circumstances we dispose of this applicate
ion with the direction that the applicant if so advised 'moy

. &
file a representation against the impugned order dated

4th July, 1988 at Anmexure-I,to tﬁé respondent No,3 within

a period of one month from the date of communication of

this order ahd the respondents are directed to dispose of

" the representation after condoning the delay, if there is

any, within aéeriod of tﬁree months from thg date of receipt
of the reﬁresgntatioq)in accordance with law, The applicant
will be at liberty fo seek redress if so advised, Frﬁm
appropriate forum if he feels aggrieved by the outcome
of his representation, Ue also makeAit clear that deleﬁioﬁ
of the second relief will not in any manner pfejudice the
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applicant from tahzfg redress in accordance u1th.law from
the appropriatg forum, There will be no order as to costs,
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