
IN THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL 

HYDERABAD BENCH AT HYDERABAD. 
*** 

O.A. 288/92. 	 Dt. of Decision 	27.4.1994. 
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The Union of India 
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O.A.No.288/92 

	

	
Dt. of order: 274.194 

Judgemeflt 

As per the Honble Sri. Justice V. P4eeladri Rao, 

J 	
Vice Chairman 	 j 

This DA was Piled praying for a direction to the 

respondents to repromote.. the applicant retrospectively 

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

consequential benefits. 

The short factá which are necessary for considera-

tion are as under. The applicant joined service as Time 

Scale Office Assistant on 18-9-61 and later he was promoted 

as Section supervisor (operative).3L'ide Telecommunications 

directive Lr.No.27_4/87TE11(1) dt. 16-10-90 thos who 

completed 26 years of service 	Lbasic cadre are eligible 

for second time bound biennial promotion/nd the eligible 

employees will be sdreened by the review committee for 

assessip;their performance and For determining their 

suitability for advancement. In plvsuance of the said 

scheme, the applicant was promoted w.e.P. 16-10-90 by 

order dt.30-9-90. By order dt. 14-8-91 his biennial 

promotion was regularised0  dut vide impugned order dt. 

21-9-91 the applicant was informed that his second time 

bound biennial promotion as Section Supervisor was 

cancelled and he was reverted as Section Supervisor 

(Operative). The same is assailed in this O.A. 

It is contended inter alia for the applicant that 

the impugned order dt.21-8-91 cancelling his second time 

bound biennial promotion is vitiated as no notice was 

given before that order was passed. We feel that when 

the entire material is placed before the Tribunal, it is 
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just and proper to cbnsider the case on merits instead 

of setting aside theimpugried order dt.21-8-91 merely 

on the ground that no opportunity was given to the appli-

cant before the said order was passed. 

4. 	The respondents produced record to disclose that 

by order dt.23-1-89 warning was given to the applicant 

and his increment wasalso withheld for one year: without 

cumulative effect. it is stated for the applicant that 

the anoffiey-ew_uh.ict 	increment was due in December 

hence the punishment hd come into effect in December, 

191 and it was over by December, to-go-  when the ap plicant 

was undergoing the punishment during October, 19901  

could not be considere for promotion for second time 

bound bienniel promoticn. As such the contention for the 

respondents that due to mistake the applicant was given 

S!Jld7 tme biennial prbmotion and the same was egu1arised 

w.e.f. 16-10-09o, and tht same was cancelled when the mistake 

was real ised:and hence the same cannot be held as illegal,, 
I 	 / 

and hQdto be. upheld. 

During the pendency of this DA ,the applicant was 

given the second time boilind biennial promotion w.e.f. 1-1-93 

only. It is not known sé to whether the case of the appli- 

Scant was not considered for the said promotion as on 1-1-91 

after he had undergone tte punishment or even if it was 

considered he was not fotid suitable for that year. 

Hence in the circuthstances it is just and proper 

to pass the following ordr. The case of the applicant for 

second time bound biennie]j promotion haA, to be considered 

as on 1-1-91_-I-p it ±sno't considered and if the same was 
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leredand ifhe applicantjoufld not suitable for 

id promotion.he ha4 to be informed about it, and 

:he applicant is free to move this Tribunal if so 

d to challenge the same. The O.A. is ordered 

lingly. No costs.\ 

angarajan ) 
Bmbsr (A) 

( U. I'JEBJ-duLs 
Vice Chairman 

ot.27-41994 
Open Court Dictation 

¼ 

Deputy Regis trar(?txdl.I) 
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IN THE. CENT RAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRISJNAL 
HYDERABAD BENCH AT HYDERADAD 

THE HON'2LE MR.JUSTICE V.NEELADRI RAC 
VICE CHAIRI'IAN 

AND 

TFM HDN'DLE MR.A.GORTFa a MsER(AD) 

AND 

THE HONt BLJE MR.TccMWRASEICIIAR REDDY 
MEMBER(JUDL) 

AND 

THE 1-ION' BLE MR.R.RANGARAJAN * H(iDNN) 

Dated: -7 41994 

0 pDE/JUn3rcEwT _- 

Adi \ritted and Interim 'Direction 
Isc,ued. 
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s6ed of with threctiots 
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Dismissed. 

Dismiëd as withdrawn 

Dismised for Default. 

RejectJd/Orderëd. 

order as to costs. N 
central miD attvfl TribuIit 
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