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HYDERABAD BENCH : AT HYDERABAD.
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0.A. 288/92.

Dt. of Decision : 27,4.1994,
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.. Respondents,
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0.A.N0,288/92 Ot. of order: 27.4,1994
Judgememt
As per the Hon'ble Sri Justice V. Neeladri Rao, {
} UYice Chairman

This 0A was filsd praying Por a direction to the
raspondents to repromote the applicant retrospectively N

from 20=7~91, the date on which he was reverted with all

consequantial benefits.

2, The short facts which are necessary for considaera-
tion are as under. The applicant joined service as Time
Scale OfPice Assistant on 18-9-61 and iater he was praomoted

aa Section Supervisar (Operative).\ide Telecommunications

directive Lr.No.27-4/87-TE11(1) dt. 16-10-90 those uho
completed 26 years of service ggipasic cadre are eligible
for second time bound bisnnial promotionjand the eligible
employess will be sdreesnsd by the revisy committse for
assessindiitheir performance and Por determining their
suitability for advancement. In Sgrsuanca af the said
scheme, the applicant was promoted w.s.P. 16~10-90 by
order dt,30-9-90. B8y order dt. 14-8-91 his biennial
promotion was regularised, But vide impugned order dt.
21=-8=31 the applicant was informed that his second ti@g
bound bienniel promotion as Section Supervisor was
cancelled and he was revertea as Section Supervisor

(Operative). The same is assailed in this 0.A,

3. It is contended inter alia for the applicant that
the impugned order dt.21-8=91 cancelling his second time
bound bienniel promotion is vitiated as no notice uas
given before that order was passed. Ue feel that uhan

the entire material is placed before the Tribunal, it is -

ved



just and proper to cbnsider the case on merits instead

of setting aside the| impugned order dt,21=-8-~91 merely

‘on the ground that né opportunity was given to the appli-

cant before the said order was passad.

4, The respendents produced record to disclose that

by order dt.23-1=89 uérning was given to the applicant
and his increment wes,also withheld for one yaar:uithout

cumulative effect. Ié is stated far the applicant that

Ouwsnu4J\
the aname&y—enauh;sh—#he increment was due in December, .

Hence the punishment hbd come into effect in December,
19499
198q and it was over by December, 1388 when the as plicant

was undergalng the punishment during October, 199Q, He Lo
could not be consideraé for promotion for second time
Gound bienniel promati&n. As such the contention far the

t

respondents that due toimistake the applicant was given
I

PR athe
second time bienniel promotion and the same uastagularised
: ‘ ,

wee.f. 16-10-90, and thé same was cancelled when the mistake

i

was reallsad and hence the same cannot bs hald as 1llegal
Aty

end~hadLFu be_uphalq.

1
|

S, During the pendency ¢P this DA the applicant was

given the second time bound bienniel promotion w.e.f., 1=1=93

only. It is not knouwn a$ to whether the case af the appli-
-cant was not considered far the said promotion as an 1-1-91

after he had undergone th punishmentior evert if it was
I -~
considered he was not foupd switabls for that year,

I
6, Hence in the circumstances it is just and proper

1
to pass the following ordér. The case of the applicant for

second time bound bienniell promotion haﬂ to be con51dersd
4.)0"' ;..-eﬁ

as on 1=1-91,If it &= not cunaldered and if the same was
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dered .and if ,the applicant, found not suitable for

said promotioq;he haﬂ to be informed about it, and
'n the applicant is free to move this Tribunal if so

ivised to challenge tha:same. The 0.A, is ordered

lccordingly. No casts.\
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( R, Rangarajan ) C { bﬂ'ﬁ%%!ﬂtn:rvzz )
Mamber (A) ; Vica Chairman

Ot, 27-4=1994
Open Court Dictation
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Copy to:=-

1+ Directorfensral, Telecommunicationa, Union of India,
New Delhi-001, |

2. Tne General Manader, Hyderabad Telecom District, Suryalok
Lomplex, Hyd-301, :

3. Unes capy to Sri.jT.V.U.S.Nurthy, advocate, CAT, Hyds
4. One copy to Sri. N.R.Devaraj, Sr. CGSC, CAT, HydJ
Se One coepy to Library, CAT, Hyd.

6. One spare copy.
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0.A.No,

-

Adwitted and Interim Directions .
Ischued. .

Allowed
/éi—sf;‘a’ééd'of with directious
Ivsmissed. |
Dismisged as withdrawni
pismis ed for Deféult.
Rejecg\ﬁ/Orderéd.

h’;l;Nefﬁfag; as to costs.






