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- i ‘ . L Commercial Complex(SDﬂ)
@ _ Indiranagar
. Dangalore - 560 038
"
Dated 3 k-S'MAR 1989
APPLICATION NO (99 1074 / 88(F)
WP, NO (S) o/

Rpplicant (%) Respondent (s)

Shri P.H, Shinde /e The Gensral Msnager, Ta].ocoa, Kamtukn Circle,
' To Bangalou & snother

: ' L : : 4, The Secrstery
1. Shri P.H, Shinde ' Ministry of Communications

- Assistent Enginser (Trunks) ' Sanchar Bhavan
- , ~ No. 20, Ashoka Road
Fanallose - S o New Delhi - 110 001

2. Shri M, Raghevendra Achar | S. Shri M.S, Padparejsieh

' Advocate

Central Govt. Stng Counsal
High Court Building
Bangalore - 560 001

1074-1075, nnhanknri. I Stage
Srsenivasansgar 1} Hnep

. Bangalore ~ 560 050

3¢ The General Mansger .
Telecommunicetions
Karnataks Circle -
‘Maruthi Complex?,
- No. 327, -V Msin, Gandhinagar ;
Bangalore - $S60 009

='ISubject‘ H SENDING COPIES OF ORDER PGSSED BY THE BENCH

Please find enclnsed herewith a copy of DRDERNMWM
passed by t8is Tribunal in the above said application(sd on 6-3-89
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BEFORE THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL
BANGALORE BENCH, BANGALORE.

DATED THIS THE SIXTH DAY OF MARCH 1989.
Present: Hon'ble Shri P.SRINIVASAN ee MEMBER (A)

- APPLICATION NO.1074/88(F)

P.H.Shinds,
Aseistent Engineer,
(Trunks),
flangslore.

o+ Applicant,.

Vs, (Shri Mm.R.Achar .. Advocate)
1. The General Munager,

Telecom Circle,

Bangalore.

2. The Secretery,

Ministry of Communication,

DockeTar Bhavan,
Sanssd Marg,
New Dalhi. : '
«¢ Raspondents,

(Shri M.S.Padmerajajiah,. Advocate)

This applicaticn has coms up today before this

i#ibunal for Orders. Hon'ble Mémper (A) made the followings

OCRDER

In thie spplicatieon, the applicant uﬁo is uorking;s
Assistant Engineer (Trunks) in the Telecom Department at Mangalore,
complaine that he was illegally denied ths benstit of crossing the
£ with sffect from 1.5.1985. He has howevsr, oeee allowed to
cross the EB with orfect from 1.5.1986, i.é., cne yezr after it

became dus to him.

2. Shri M.R.Achar, learnsd counsel appszring for the

applicant submitted that in deciding not to sllow the applicant to

(PN N
' ee2f=




-2- J

croes £8 from 1.5;1985, the Dmpartmental Promotion Committee(DPC)
had taken into accqunt_ adverse remarks tocor&ed in his character
roll for the financiel ysar 1983-84 which were communicated to hie
long after the DPC met., Thus thsss remarks had been taken inte
account without giving him an opportunity tomake 8 representétion |

against them and to this extent the decision to stop him at EB

wag {llegal, N

3. Shri{ Mm.S.Padmerejajah, learned couneel for the

respondents, opposing the contention of Shri Acher, stated twvt
though the adverse remarks for-1983-84 were communicsated to the
epplicant in 1986, his representeticn against ,ﬁ&a‘am had been’
duly considered and rejected oy the authoritioi'ohd tmrefore, ths-

decisicn would have bsen the same sven the OPC had met aft.i‘ the

Applicau‘t's'. representation against the sdverse remarks had*‘fﬁ%g*““

dispossd of. Shri Padmarajsish a&g‘mﬁnfqd out taa_t_,.;gj?br 198485 .
the record of the applicent ua'slnot o 37::0 the dag;si;da of the i
DFC not to allow him to cross the EB on 1.5.1985 wes éfoct;y':'
justiried. , - . |

4.

.......

respondents. 1 find thatthe epplicant wss stopped at the EB

. on $.5.1985 bacause his service record as on that date was

not satisfactory. The defact pointed out by Shri Acha:, 1.0,
that the adverse remarks for 1983-84 wers taken into a¢count
even though they had not besn communicated to the applicant doss
not make smuch differsnce to this case becauses his record for the
n-xt year was slso not satisfactory. I must, therefors, uphold
P
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referred to above which they have not done so far. In order
to enable them to do so, the letter dated 7.1.1988 issued by the

Ministry of Communications which appeare at Annoxuro'F to the

Appiication is set aside. This may be done as quickly as possible

’

- sa}

MEMBER(A)

bke

TRUE COPY

' Z[grv REGISTRAR (JDLT

| | CENTBAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL
: " PAMGALORR




