—.1!5 IN THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL 3 HYDERABAD BENCH

AT HYDERABAD

ORIGINAL APPLICATION MO. 575 CF 1999

DATE_OF ORDER 1 __22,9,2000

Betweent=
P.N, Vijayakumar

+ e+ <Applicant
AND

1, The Chairman"; Telecam Commissioni
New.Delhi.

2. The Chief General Manager,
Telecom,
A.P. Circle, Hyderabad.

3. S. Krishnaprasad,
Sub=-Divisional Engineer,
Office of theTelecam District Manager,

Nizamabad.
«+ «Respondents
COUNSEL ¥OR THE APPLICANT H Mr K, Venkateswara Rao
COUNSEL FOR THE RESPONDENTS Y Mr V. Rajeswara Rao, Sr CGSC
L 2 3 8 AL |
CORAM
THE HOMN'BLE SHRI R, RANGARAJAN 3 MEMBER(A)

THE HON'BLE SHRI B.S.,JA] PARAMESHWAR MEMEER (J)
(Order per Hon'ble shri R.Rangarajan, Member (A} ).
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(Order per Hon'ble shri R.Rangarajah, Member (A) ),
Heard Sri K.Venkateshwar Rao, learned counsel for the
applicant and Sri V,Rajeshwar Rao, learned standing counsel for
the Respondents, sri Raghukumar, Law Officer was present and

produced the selection records.

2. The applicant in this OA was JTO who was laterally promoted
but was not promoted to TES Group=B in the DPC which was commnie
cated to him by impugned letter dated 29,10,1998 by CGM, AP

Circle, Hyderabad,

3.  'his on is filed to set aside the impugned letter dated
29,10,1998 and for a consequential direction to the respondents

to promoteéhim to TES Group-B on par with hisg juniors,

4, In the reply it is stated that the applicant was considered
for promotion but he was not found fit for promotion, As to verify
the same we have called for the DPC proceedings as well as the

CRs of the applicant,
5. We have perused the above documents,

6. In the DPC proceedings the statement showing that the

applicant is unfit for promotion is not mentioned anywhere., It

1s stated that the list containing the names of candidates found

unfit, Hence the mere statement of the respondents cannot be

taken note of. We have perused the CRs. In our openion the
not

gradings given in CRs have/been perused proper@y by the DPC

as we have found that the applicant got *'Good' and 'Very Good'

CRs. In that view we find that the DPC has not scrutinised the




CRs throughly and hence the submission of the applicant has

to be accepted.

7 In view of the above, the respondents are directed to
review the case of the applicant for promotion to the post of
TES Group«B by a fresh review committee for considering his
fitness for promotion on par with his juniors who are promoted
on the basis of the DPC ﬁeld in October, 1998, within a period

of two month'’s from the date of receipt of a copy of this order.

B. Original Application is ordered accordingly. No order as

to costs.
W (R, RANGAR?JAN)
einb J Memb A
1}:_q.5ﬁi£~’ ember )
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Dated:22n§_8eptember, 2009=
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