CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUMAL
BANGALCRE BENCH :

Commercial Complex(BDA)
Indiranagar
Jangalore=GE0038
. Application No 162Q/86{F} | ‘
Application No 1619/86(F Cated the/lﬁept@mber 1986

To i

Mrs . Faia@ Menon (Applicent dn 1620/86(r) )
€/C Shy! m&aﬁfi:ar Shenoy, ‘

Advotate for Applicant,

146, 15th Cross, Gandh najar,

Sangalore 56000 @

e, C Xavier, (Applicant in 1619/86(F) )
C/o Shri Sudhakar Shenoy,

Advocate for Applicant,

146, Fiftcenth Cross,

Gandhinagar, Bangalere S¢0C09

Subjects SENUING COFIES OF CROER FPASSED BY THIS TRIBUNAL iN
. AFFLICATICNS NO 1&&9{@6(?) AL 1619/86(F ) .

Flease find enclosed hercwith the eopy of thelcxﬁer passed by
this Bench of the Tribunal on 2 9,1986 in the above said
Applications, _
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arplication No. 1619 and 1620 of 1986(F).

As the questions that arise for deternination in these cases
are ccmaecn, we propose to dispose of them by a coanon order.

In these a:plications made under Section 19 of the Administra—
tive Tribunals Act cof 19085(Central Act No. 13 of 1985) (Act) 2 the

Applicants have challenged Order no, TEU/°835/14091/PC dt 5t

r;ay
1986 comrunicated by the Flt Lt U Ad G '

Uivision Clerks (Civilian 3raneh) in the Cffice of the Headouarters
Training Comuand Unit (Air Force) Bangalore €, (n vacancies ccecurring
in the cadre of 5 Grade II, in August, 1985, the arplicants who
were found fit for ;romotion, were promoted as (S Grade Il and posted
to outsicde places. But both *the applicants intimated the promcting
authority that they will forego their promotion to the cade of

G Grade II for a period of one ycar and further re.uested that
authority to retain them at their original places they were working.
th 17.4,.8€, the competent authority has accepted the said proposal
rade by the arplicants and has ; ostponed their promction for a

perigd :: cne year the validity of which is challenged by the
applicants,

’rior to 17.4,19085, the aiplicants were working as Upper

Shri K.5. Ramanurthy, learned Counsel for the applicants
strenuously contenis that the competent authority should not have
postpined the promotions of his clients for a period of one year.

We have earlier noticed that the competent authority promoted
the applicants in their own turn and yosted them to outside places
which the a:plicants refused to accept and expressed their
willinggess te forego their rromotions for a pericd of one year,
Vhen t is so we are of the view that the challenge made by the
applicants t ﬁc order made by the comjetent authority which is in
accordance with their own undertating is wholly misconveived and ic
unsustainable, We see no merit in the contention urged by Shri
lamamurthy, «e therefore reject these arplications without netice
to the les ondents . .
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