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'1}/4—""- IN THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL
o ERNAKULAM BENCH

0. A. No. 9

g w——) 1993

DATE OF DECISION _1361493

Bs Vijayakumar

Applicant (s

Mre. MeRe.Rajendran Nair Advocate for the Applicary;lf'

Versus

The SUpdt. of POst Officeg, . p dent
MMukki Division,Thodupuzha and aensg(ﬁag} )

Mce Gopalan, ACGSC

Advocate for the Respondent (s)
CORAM : ‘

The Hon'ble Mr, Ne D‘harmadan, Judicia) Mefnber

The Hon'ble Mr. Re Rangarajam, Administrative Membel

Whether Réporters of local papers may be allowed to see the Judgement?\z,
To be referred to the Reporter or not ? & '

Whether their Lordships wish to see the fair copy of the Judgement ? )
To be circulated to all Benches of the Tribunal ? Ad

HWN -

JUDGEMENT

My. Ne Dha,.madan, Judicial Member

The _appl icant is at pres;ent working as PoSf:a} VHAssiStant
in thé HPOo vThwdupﬁzha\.- He is aggrvieved by Annexure Al
order passed by the Supdt. o‘f':-'vPost Offices, Idukki Division,
Thodupuzha-. The said order reads as follows:

Chief pMG.Kerala Circle, Trivandrym has diregted to

intimate you that the benefit of CAT judgments in
'?I‘A;(: 132/89’°amd OeAe 814/90 etce are lij.mited to the

‘applicantg in the concerned O.A.s."
2. The case of the applicant is that even though he has
been appointed as @ RTP iR the Year 19387, he has worked in the

Post Office like a regular employee and later he hag been

@/ appointed as Postal Assistant wee.f. 30.5.91. 1In the meantime
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sche of the employees similarly situ;ted lijke the applicant
approached thé Tribunal and filed TAK 132/87 for getting
regular scale with all attendant bemefits which were)giveﬁ",

‘ y the, issue
to the regular Postal Assistantse. This Tribunal considered/
and allowed the original Application., The said decision
was followed by the Tribunal in O-As 814/80 also. The
applicant thereafter filed Anqekure-rv fepresentation
dated 10410.92 before the Chief PMG With a copy to the Sr.
Supdt. of Post Offices, Thoddpuzha.. The said representatioﬁ
w§s considered ang diSPGSéd of as per the impugned orger.
3e At the time when the casé was taken up for admission
learned counsel fér regpondents was not in alpgs;tion to
distinguish the case of the:appliCamt.  However, he chtended

that he is not entitled to the benefit of the earlier

judgment. He sought further time for stating as toiwhether

the applicant is also entitled to the same benefits.

de Having regard to the facts and circumstances of the

'case, we are of the view that the application itself €an

be disposed of at the admission stage itself with@utvwaiting
for formal reply from the respondentse If thg applicant is
also similarly éituated like the applicants in the ' - .

appl ieations referred ‘o above. there is no leéal justifjie-
cation to deny the benefit to the applicant alse. Hence,

in the facté and circumstances of the case, we admit the

application and dispose of the same with direction ¢o the
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second respondent to consider the caseof the applicant
and determine whether the applicant is also similar to

the applicants in TAK 132/87 and 0.A. 814/90 etce and

deciée whether he is also entitled to similar benefits.

The gecision shall be taken by the seCond respondent

notwithstanding the observation in the impugned order,
within: @ period of three months from the date of
receipt of @ copy df this judgmente.

Ser7 2 ;iTh@.appliCafion is accordingly disposed of

onr the above lines.

6o " There shall be no order as to costse
Aj/\/kﬂ*ﬂw?’ (93
{(R. Rangarajan) {N. Dharmadan)

AdminisS¢rative Member Judicial Member
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