
cBTRAL• ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBWAL 
BPN GALORE BCH 

S. 	 Second Floor, 
Commercial Complex, 
Indirenagar, 
BPN GALCRE - 56; 03:;. 
Dated: 3 APR1995 

APPL1CATI(N NO. 	1706 of 1994. 

APPLIGANT: Sri.M.G.Sagarkár,Dandeli— 	 V  

1 	
V . 

RESPMDEN 	The Secretary,M/o.Communications, 	. V  
New Delhi and five others., 

..To 	.. 	,• 	 V  

1. 	Sri.Shivarudra,Advocate, 	V  
No.186/4, J.C.Complex, 

V 	irur Park Road,  
4eshadripura,Banga1ore-20. 	V  

2. 	Sri.M.S.Padrnarajaiah,Senior 
qentralGovt.stng.Co.wsel, 
High Court.Bldg,Bangalorel. 	V • 	V 

Subject:—F.rwarding copies of 'the Orders. passed by the 	V 	
V 

V 	 Central Mministrat ive Tribunal, Bangalore-38. 	V V  

V - 	XXX 	 V 

V 	

V 	

V 

V 	• 	l'lcase find enclosed her'with e Copy of. the Ordr/ V 	 V 

Stay C)rder/ThtCrim Order, passeá by this Trlbunalin the above. 

V V 	 mentioned application(s) on 21O199. 	 V.  
- V 	

J 	 V 	 • 	 - - 	 • 	
V 

A. ..:.. 	 V - V . 	 •' 	- ••. 	 . 	• - 

REGISTRPB 
JIJDIC L BRftGHES. 	V  

- 
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CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVIE TRIaJNAL, 
BANGALORE BENCH. 

ORI[INAL APPLICATION NO, 1705/ 1994 

	

TUESDAY, THE 21ST DAY 01 MARCH, 	1995 

SHRI V. RAMAKRISHNAN 	.. 	 MEMBER (A) 

SHRI A.N. VUJJANARADHYA 	 .. . 
	 MEMBER () 

Shri M.G. Sagarkar, 
S/c Shri G.M. Sagarkar, 
Age: 49 years, 
Telephone Operator, 
Telephone Exchange, 
Dardeli-581325, N.K. 	

Applicant 

( By Advocate Shri Shiva Rudra ) 

Vs. 

1. The Secretary, 
Ministry of Telecommunications, 
Government of India, 
New Delhi - 110 001. 

The Chairman, 
Telecom Commission Dak Bhavan, 
Sansad Marg, 
New Delhi - 110 001. 

The Director General, 
Telecommunications, 
Government of India, 

LI 	

New Delhi - 110 001. 
Department of Telecommunications, 

The Chief General Manager, 
Telecommunications, 
Karnataka Telecom Circle, 
Maruti Complex,. 
Gandhinagar, 
Bangalore-560 009. 

The Director, Telecommunications, 
(DOT) Mangalore Area, 
Mangalore - 575001. 

TI 	T1r,sm fl r4 

Ka;warDivisjon,Karwar-581301, 
ostrict U 	 Respondents .K. 	 ...  

L/ $. 
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H 
ORDER 

Shrj V. Ramakrishnan, Pember (A): 

We have heard Shri Shiva Rudra for the applicant and 

Shri M.S. Padmarajaiah for the respondt depart1nent. The applicant 

herein is aggrieved by  what he claims to be the non-consideration of 

his case for promotion to one time bound promotin scheme. He subnits 

that as a member of the Scheduled Caste, he becaie eligible for consi-

deration for promotion under the OTBP scheme on completion of 10 years 

of service, namely, with effect from 14.6.86 as &ifficient number of 

SC candidates who have put in 16 years of service were not available. 

He fjrther states that people junior to him have'already been promoted 

withDut considering his case. Hence the presentapplication. 

2. The respondents sutnit that under the OTBP scheme a person 

is elicible for being considered for appointmentafter completion of 

16 years of service. The question of giving some concession to SC & 

ST candidates was agitated before the Supreme Coirt in the case of 

P&T Staff Welfare Association vs. Union of India and the same was 

disppsed of by the apex Court by its order dated29.8.88 where the 

Supreme Court had directed thedepartnent to confer some extra 

advaitage to 'members, of SC and ST in the matter of such promotion. 

After that the department had considered SC/ST candidates who had 

puLin 10 years of qualifying service by reducin9 the qualifying 

arvkce from 16 years, if aifficient number of sc/ ST candidates are 

'hot available. It is further stated by the respOndents that the 

applicant was considered under this scheme for the period from. 

August 1988 to 31.3,91, 1991-92, 1992-93 & 1993-94Wt,was 

- - 
	found unfit on such occasions. The DPC which met on21.9.91ound 



&JJJANARADHYA ) 
PIEIIBER (3) 

( V. RAMAKRISHNAN ) 
PIEPIBER (A) 

t 

the applicant fit and accordingly he was given promotion from 14.12.94. 

The rLpondents, therefore, deny the allegation that the applicant was 

not dansidered for promotion and contend that the application is devoid 

of ahy merit. 

	

3. 	We find that the same applicant had approached this Tribunal 

in OA 1222/94 with the grievance that he was not promoted under the 

OTBP scheme to the hicher crade right from 1989. After detailed consi—

deration, the Tribunal by its order dated 1st !'arch, 1995 dismissed the 

application observing that it cannot accede to the prayer that he should 

have been promoted from an anterior date. it is further noticed that 

the Tribunal had also gone into the records of the several DPCs before 

coming to this conclusion. 

	

4. 	As the relief sougtt for in the present application had already 

been agitated by him in 1222/94 which was disposed of by the Tribunal 

aftkr detailed consideration, it is not open to the applicant to 

re—citate the same issue once acain before us and the case is barred 

by the principle of res judicata. In the circumstances, we find no 

merIt in this application and accordingly it is dismissed with no 

order as to costs. 


