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IN THE CEWTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUHMAIL, JAICUR BENCH?
JAIPUR .

.

D+, H0.502/1094 Date Of osrder: 4.8.1995

Trilok Das Applicant '

**s

VS
Union of India and others: Respondents

For the applicant
For the respondants

Mr.K.LJohavani
Mr. M. Rafig

LA 1

CORAM:
Hon'ble Mr. O.P.3harma, Membzr (Administrarive)
Hon'ble Mr. Rattan Prakash, iembzr (Judizial)
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( PER HOU'SLE I, O.0.SHARMA, MEMEER (ADMINIZTRATIVE)

In this application nnder Section 19 of the
Adminiétrative Tribunal's Act, 1935 shri Trilok Das
ad zrayed that the respondents may be directad to-
grant proforma promot ion to the spplicant accordiing
to his seniority we.z.f. 5.5.1981 as dscided by the
Tribunal on 11.3.1993 in OA H0.352/92. He has farther
prayed that the respondznts may bz directed to
promote the applicaht £ Higher Zelsction Grade-I
Weeofe 30.5.1985, the dzte on which his immedizte
junior Shri Mishan Singh was promoted by ztvending

orders apnnexpre A-l and a~7, with all conseguential

bene fits.

2 e The apoli-ant's case 15 that he was apgointed
in the Postal department on 1.4.1957 as Soriting

ws3istant, Railway Mail Service and was promoted

A
(l' 'to Lower Seleétion Grade w.o.f. 11.11.1974 and t0o
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Higher Selection Grade-II by order dated 29.2,1979.
Shri IKizhan Singh, the respondent No.5 who is junior
to the applicant was élso prombted as Higher Selezction
Grade~II by the samz order. By an order/letter dated

5.5.1921 the applicant's seniority was revised without

any show cause notice being iszued £o him. The
applicant appr:ached the Court of Mmsif Ajmer City
on 18.5.1981 with hies grievance Inthis regard. The
siuit filed by him in the gourt of Mansif was
transfzrred to thiz Trivunal. This transfer appli-
cation was dizpased of by the Tribanal by order
dated 11.3.1993 (anrerure A-3) with the directicon
that with regzrd to the senlority of the applicant,
the status—qu$ as it existed on 6.6.1981 shall be
maintsined. Therezfter the regpondents promited the
aprlicant as HSG Gr.l vide an order dated 24.5.1993

granting him the due original seniority se on

- B eB+1621 in view of the decisicn of th: Trikbunal

referred to above. However the applicznt has sought
promct lon to Higher Selection Srade~I from the' date

his next juniesr Shri Fizhan 3ingh, the respondent

 1lo.5 was promoted to Higher Selecticon Grale i.e.

from 3C.5.1985. The aprlicant 's case is that due

to restorzstion of his seniority in view of the order

of the Tribuanal dsted 11.3.1993, the applicant hecame

entitled to promot lon from the date his next junior
shri Fishan Singh was promsted to Highsr Selzcticn

Grade~I.

3. The respenients in the reply have stated that

the senicrity of the apglicant has already been
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revised in pursuance of letter dated 12.4.1978
(annexure P:-l_) and the revised gradation list was
circulated vide a letter Jdated 11.6.1987 (Annexure E=2).
According to ﬁhem, the order ;'_i'asse-i by the Tritanal
maintaining statuz=y10 as on 6.5.1981 did not alter
the position of the applicant and there fore the
said order of th: Tribunal could not have any e ffect
on hiz seniority. Thev have further stated that
thouagh Shri Kishan Singh was junior tothe sprlicant
in Higher Selecticn Grade~II, but Shri Kishan Singh.
was selected fror appointient as Hicher Selection
Grade-II on the bésis of the revised seniority of
Shri Mishan Singh vis-a-vis the zprlicant . Thav have
further stated that the zpplicznt 's reprasentat ion
for g:raxit oE promof. lons after the Tribxmalé“order
dated 11.3.1993 has since bzen considered and the
Chief Pozt Master Generel his decided o hold a
review LPC for concideraticsn of the abplicant's
claim for prombtion to Higher Selzction Grade-I

Wek aFfela7.1¢%5 and the case iz under process for

holding the review DPC.

4. During the arguments, the learn=d counsel
for the applicant stated that the applicant has
not received any communicsticn regarding gramt of
promotion to Higher Selecticn Grade-I we.e.f.
1.7.1%86 or denial thereof. The learned counsel
for the respondents stated daring the arguments

that since the date of £iling of the reply is of

19.5.1995, a review DPC must have b2en held though
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he is not aware of the latest position in this

regard.

5. Ve have heard the lesarmed counsel for thé

rarties and have perused the material on record.

L]

Thz directisns of the Tritunal contained in order
dated 11.2.1993 (annexiure A-3) are clear and these

are that status-quo'as it existed on 6.5.1981 shall

be maintained. In other words whatever was the applicant's

seniority position on that day should not be
disturbed. On the kasis of his senicrity position
as prevailed on 5.6.1981, the =pirlicant iz entitled
to be considered for promoticns. If the review

DPC as refzrred to in the reply of the resgpondents
has already keen held, the rezult of the deliberatisns
of the DPZ and the decision of the respondents
regarding promction of the aprlicant should be
commanicated to him within a veriod Sf one month
from the Aate of receipt 2£ the copy of this order.
Hoviever, if no review DPZ has sO far heen hell, the
respondents are Jdirected to talke necessary action
to hold the review DPC and totale a decision about
the promoticn of the aprlicant within a perisd of
four months from the date of receipt of the copy

of this order.
5 Original application stands dizposed of accordingly

with no crder as to costs.

( RATTA FRAIGS ( 0.P.3HETME )
MEMEER () IEMSER (A)



