
w 
IN THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL 

ERNAKULAM BENCH 

0.4. No. 	9 
1.A. r. 	 1993 

DATE OF DECISION 13.1.93 

B'Vijayakupar 	
Applicar7/ 

Mr. M.R.Rajeridran Nair 	.Ad'ocate for the APPIica1 

Versus 

The Stipdt. of Lost Offices, - Resoondent (s) 
ldukki 1jvisjon,Th0duptha and another 

.c,. Gopalan, ACGSC 	
Advocate for the Respondent (s) 

CORAM: 

The Hon'ble Mr. N. Dharmadan Judicial Member 

The Honbie Mr. R•  Rangarajan, Administrative Member 

Whether Reporters of local papers may be allowed to see the Judgement ?
?r4 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 ? A 

JUDGEMENT 

2• 	Dha rmadan t  JL1cilMejy er 

The applicant is at present working as Postal Assistant 

in the  O' Thodupuzha.. He is aggrieved by Annexure A1 

order passed by the Supdt. of Post OffiC,IUkki Divjsj0, 

Thoupuzha. The said order reads as follows: 

lChjef pMG.Ierala Circle, Trivandr um has directed to  
intimateu that the benefit of CAT judgments in 
TAK 132/87 and O.A. 814/90 etc. are 11mjted to the 
applicants in the concerned 0.A.s." 

2. 	The CaSe of the applicant is that even though he has 

been appointed as a RTP in the Year 1987, he has worked in the 

Post Office 1 ke a regular employee and later he has been 

appointed as Postal Assistant w.e.f. 30.5.91. In the meantime 
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some of the employees similarly situated like the applicant 

approached the Tribunal and filed TAK 132/87 for getting 

regular scale with all attendant benefits which were given 
thè, issue 

tho the regular Postal Assistants. This Tribunal considered/ 

and allow0d the original Applicatiofl. The said decision 

Was follOwed by the Tribunal in 0.A. 814/90 also. The 

applicant thereafter filed Annexure-IV representation 

dated ]0010.92 before the Chief PMG with a copy to the Sr. 

Supdt. Of Post Offices, Thodupuzha. The said representation 

was considered and disposed of as per the impugned order. 

At the time when the case was takefl up for admission 

leaed counsel for respondents wasnot in a position  to 

distinguish the case of the applicant. iwever, he contended 

that he is not entitled to the benefit of the earlier 

judgment. He sought further time for stating as t&whether 

the applicant is also entitled to the same benefits. 

Having regard to the facts and circumstances of the 

case, we are of the view that the app1jcatjn itself 15an 

be disposed of at the admission stage itself without waiting 

for formal reply from the respondents. If the applicant is 

also similar'y situated lIke the applicants in the 

applications referred to above, there is no legal justifi-

cation to deny the benefit to the applicant also. Hence, 

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

application and dispose of the same with direction 6o the 
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second respondent to Consider the caseof the aPplicant 

and determine whether the applicit is also similar to 

the applicants in TAK 132/87 and O.A. 814/90 etc. and 

decide vhether he is also entitled to similar benefits. 

The decisIon shall be taken by the second respondent 

notwithstanding the observation in the impugned order, 

withip:, a  period of three rrnthS from the date of 

receipt of a copy of this judgme nt. 

5. :.:Tbeapp1icatjon is accordingly disposed of 

on the above lines. 

60 	 There shall be no order as to costs. 
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Admiaisj.ratjve Nember 

13. 1.93 

km 

40 

13 


