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ORAL JUDGEMENT | Dated: 3.8,1994
(PER: B.S.Hegde, Member (3)

Heard both the pérties and we have perused the

pleadings.,

2. The short point for consideration is whether the
respondents are justified in giving the ‘one time bound
promotion' to Mr.K.HeMore wee.f. 2.2,1989 and in so far

as thejapplicant is congerned from 9,2,1990. Accordingly,
he prayed for the following reliefs : (1) to quash and
set aside the impugned order dated 3.8.19590 anérdirect

_ ~
the respondents tao hold review DPC etc.

3e We are told by the counsel that both have been

" considered For tone tlme bound promotion' by the 3.5.1990

bPC, [n01den{?y, appllcant was also considered by the DPC
along with one More and others in 1988-89, the said DPC on
the basis of their records of service recommended promotion
to Shri More w.e.f« 22,1989 and to the applicant w.e.f.

9.2.,1990. Admittedly, both have joined service in 1972 and
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completed 16 ysars of service in 1988. Therefore, uhen .
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we putla question to the learned counsel for the

respontdents why More had been given 'one time bound

romotionﬁjearlier than the applicant, he submits
p 4 y ’

that on the basis of performance and service records,

Houwevelr, we see no justification in giving a different

date of ‘one time bound promotion' to different people

since

of pramotion should be Uniforméj No reasons have been

given

both wWere considered by the same DPC and the date _f .. l
e @ hean A¥evae fam 5 By cn fvom *:,r;‘;f
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by the respondents for giving a ssparate date of

promofion to More a ta pavbidas  Fnphi pangd o W}"-"’\M,
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criters

In the circumstances, we ars satisfied that the
‘ Y

. gadopted by the respondents isfjustified and hence
: -~

we diresct the respcndedts to refix the seniority of the

appli

cant Wea«fse 9.2,1985 after completion of 16 years

of service. This may be implemented within a period of

~one month from the date of receipt of this order, After

refix
appli
from

The O

mrj.

ation of seniority, the same be communicated to the
rant. We are told that the applicant is retiring
service by the end of this month, i.e. 31.8.1994,

A, is disposed of in the light of the above,
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