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SUBJECT:- Forwarding of copies of the Orders passed by
- the Central Rdministrative Tribunal,Bangalore,
-XXX=

Please find enclosed hereuith & copy of the

ORDER/STRY ORDER/INTERIM ORDER/, Passed by this Tribunal
in the above mentioned application(s) on © Y. (¢
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CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL
BANGALORE BENCH3 BANGAL ORE

APPL ICATION N0,556/1993

WEDNESDAY, DATED THE NINETH DAY OF MARCH, 1994,

Present; mr, Justice p,k, Shyamsunder, vice Chairman

Mr. T.V. Ramanan, Member (a)

Shri m, ﬂallepp&

Aged about 50 years

working as Sub-post Master at

Hosahalli p,g.,

583218, Bellary District, sees Applicant

(By Shri S.k. Mohiyuddin, Advocate)
Vs,
1. Union of Indie through
its Secretary, Depertment

of Posts, Dak Bhavan,
New Delhi-1,

2. The Chief post master Gensra]
Karnataka Circle, Bangalore-1,

3. The Superintendent of Post
Offices, Bellary Division
Bellary - 2, eees Respondents

(By shri m.v. Reo for Shri &. Shantappe,
Advocate)

0 R DE R

(Ar. Justice p.k, Shyamsunder,
Vice Chairman)

AdMit .

The applicant herein feels seriously aggrieved by
’déniélﬁof promotion to him whereas others who were on the run
have besn given the benefit ofeggomotion. It is not denied that
A he was' considered for promotion, as can be sesn from gbovernment
ofde;.dated 11.10.1991 produced as Annexure-1 regarding Biennisl

'*icgdre Review. We had the advantage of perusing Cl.(iv) of para-2



ot

of the aforesaid Gpvernmantﬂmr&er which states that ®“the

criterion for promgtion will be sligibility of 26 years gf

satisfactory servige™., It 16 not denied that during his

| t

26 years tenure ;hw!applicanA ﬂad suffered 2 minor penalties

and in turn theras ;mera also||adverse entries in his Annual e

| '
Confident{al Reports., Nonethelass and even 80, his case

for promotion in téﬁms of tth Government grder under

Rnnexure-1 was in fact consiﬁered, is the stand of the admini-

stration. Today, w8 are shoin the records of the relsvant oprc

germans to the topi& and thejsin,ue find that the department

had in fact considejed the applicant's case and found him

IR
‘ .l

unsuitable for prom]tion élong with several others who were also

considered for promgtion aloﬁ side,

, !
2, It is trite law the‘ ight of the Government servant

is only for consideration of his claim for promotion and nothing

|
beyond. This is a cLse in uhhc
t |

h the applicant's cases has bsen

considerad but found gg,bélungu%tahle.

7

3. The applicant's counsel, Shri Mohiyuddin urged that
the departmental authorities by denying the promotion were

clearly guilty of haqing infringed tha,aama against

|

Article 20 of the Constitution

double jeopardy guarﬁmteed unésr

|

rDﬂﬂBCtiOW\he relied on a decision of the

!
Ls Tribunal |in Sohanlal Sharmas ys. Union
|

of India, In this

Chandigarh Bench of

of India (1991 AT3 94

)e We think that the said decision is
clearly distinguisha:&e on the||ground that the department had
in that case deciined to consiger the applicant's cass for

promotion relying on| punishm&nt meted out to the applicant

T

in the past, The €as@ here is different. The DpC praceedings

NV
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show that they had 8imply gons by the Confidentia}l
Teport;of all the eligible officials for consideration
and based on the sane, ebplicant was not found.suitablo
for promotioﬁ; Under the circumstances, the argument of

double jsopardy is clearly misconceived. s also point out
that e subsequent DpC faviauad the applicantts case for
promotion, found him fit and promoted him from 1.7.1992,
Today, the applicant has besn furnished with a copy of that

order dated 21,5.1993, He should certainly feel gratified

i“_by.tha outcome as it now stands, In any event, ws find

no substance in this application end dismiss the same.
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MEMBER(A) - VICE CHAIRMAN

mr,




