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IN THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL, HYDERABAD E)
AT HYDERAEAD.

O-A.NO.324 Of 19890

Date‘of decision: 27-11--1989,

Batwean:
N.Ramakrishna Rao.. ' «s Applicant.

Vse *

The Union of India represented
by the Director General,Tesle-
commynications, Daktar Bhavan,
New Delhi and another. ' Respondents.

sri J.V.Lakshmana Rao, [counsel 'for the applicant.

sri E.Madanamohana Rao, Additional Standing counsel
' fior Respdndents.

CORA:

Hon'ble Sri B.J.Jayasimha, Vice-Chairman.

Hon'ble Sri J.HNarasimhamurty, Member {Judicial).

Judgnent Of‘the Bench @eliveﬁgd qy
Hon'ble sSri] B.N.Jayasimha, Vice-Chakrman,

W ]

The applicamt is a C

m

sHier in the Office
of the General Manager, Telecom District,lyd-rabad.

He has filed this appliication aggrieved by the
. C -

Letter No.2.0.(C) /PRESS/88-89 dated 21--3--1989

of the General Manager; Telecom District,Hyderabad

under which it has beeF decided that P.R.S.35. work -

should be rotated amonpst all the assistants in

the Ca;h Section everyiménth'and they should be

paid full 2Y¥2% éommission for tﬁe month they work.
Fhe applicant s%ates that when a reguiar

vacancy arose for the Lost of Cashier in 19gg

P P ‘
émﬁ he was selected as Cashier and he has bpesn working

Faorde e pm
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in thaﬁ post from 4L;8——1988. Cashier/Disbursing
Officers are requifjed to do the work of Pay Roll
sSavings Séheme for which 2.5 per cent commission
is payable for invéstménts madé through them as per

Miniséry of Tinance (Department of Economic Affairs),
! - = - - LU A I A=R W TN s P~

dated 29—-6——1976., Further, aécording to the in-

structions contalan in the Director General Posts

and Teleqraohs, GT Delhi letter No 59— ?/80 55

dated 13-~11--1980, the work connecting to Pay Roll

. o . : :
Savings Scheme is required to be entrusted to

Cashier/Disbursing Officer and in the event of

their unwillingness, then only some other officials

to be chosen for the qupose. The applicant

expressed his willingnmess to.undertake the pay roll
savings' scheme work in his letter éated 3—8—1988 to
the 2nd respondent} fHle has also reguested that the
said work ﬁay be entrusted-to him by handing over all

[

the.relevant-reéogds. The accounts Officer (Lash),

Office of the General Manager, Telecom District,
Hyderabad while replving his representation dated B8-8-1988
rejedted nis requdst under Letter Ko. ACPB/PRSPL6/88-86/31
dated_26—-8-—1988Iinforﬁing that Sri M.Anji Reddy, Tele-
com office Aésist%nt was entfusted with the work of
Pay Roll Savings gcheme in adidition to Cashier duty.
kngmgh The applicjnt states that he submittéé appeals
dated 8~9-1988 ané 2=l1-1988, 28—i2—1988 apd 15-3-1989
for reconsicerati n‘of the matéer. The =pplicant
was informed unie‘ letter.NO.AO(C)/PRSS/BB-BQ

| A
dated 21—-3~—1989:that_Pay fgll Sevings Scheme work'
is rotated among gll Assistant;;Cash Section. The

s

applicant contendg that it is contrary to the rules
i General

laid down for the;purpOSe)by the Director/of Pgpsts

and Telegraphs. |He, therefore, contends that the
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dénial of Pay Roll

. G

Savings Scheme work to him

is a deliberate act to deny him the monetory

benéfit,in violation of the rules. Hence he

filed this application.

The respohdents have filed their counter

and state that Pay

noll Savings Scheme work 1s done

by the Department as an Agency on behalf of the

Mational Savings Organisation and entrusting of t

-

ne

Pay Roll Savings S¢heme work and payment of

commission thereof

‘does not come under the purview of

staff service conditions of the Telecom BEmployees.

The portion of the

Pay Roll Savings Scheme work due

to be done by Cashier has been entrusted to him and

he is being- paid
amounts invested.
no+ entrusted with

given the work for

Y2 per cent commission on the

That the previous Cashier was
full work.completely. He was

some month8% only due to Depart-—

mantal exisgenciesL They deny that they have

vidlated the Rules

4

in force.

We have heard Sri Lakshmana Rao, learned

counsel for the ap]

rlicant and Sri Madanamohan Rao,

learned Standing counsel for the respondents.

The main.
learned counsel fog
to Rules governing
regulired to be ent:

Scheme but no cle:

“~

contention of Sri Lakshmana Rao,
- the applicant is that according
P;R.S.S., the applicant is
rusted with the Pay Rol; Savings

k can be entrusted with that

work. In support!

of this contention he relies

on the instructions of the Director General of

Posts and Telegraphs widé No. 59-2-/80-SS

dated 13--11--1980

in which it is stated that
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-

‘also reliesd on the

‘in the form at Anne

was a matter of course, Cashier/Disbursing Officer

of the office shoul
where the Cashier/D
undertake the work,
chosen as

an allied position,

example.”

+The L

3 be the PRSS Group leader, but
i sburging Officer is unwiliinc to

sdme other official may be

group lealder, but desirably someone in

like the Accountant, ﬂoy
earned counsel for the applicant

instructions of the Director

General, Ppsts & Telegraphs vide No.44-6/77-SB

dated nil issued tg

all heads of Postal Tircle

wherein it is state
lst March, 1979, <the
expenses, as may b

the rates fixed by’

d that “with effect from the
amounts of commission/working
admissible in accordancé with

the Government from time to time,

should be paid to Raxk QEEKRR ZK KRXRR EROHAKE ZXX

izpextisd fex iﬁxagﬁmxmkx Group Leaders in all the

Establishments by_ﬁ

prescripbes that the

with three copies

deposits, a bill fo

he Sub/Head." The procedure
Grsup leader will pre-ent along
£ tﬁe_déduction schedule of

r the commission/working expenses

xure'I'. These instructions

read together kEEﬁEX lead to the conclusion that

the Cashier/DisburF
be the PRSS Group L
to anyone else.

counsel for the app

upheld and accordin

The respondents are

the applicant in dc

ing Officer of the office should
eader and it cannot be entrusted
The contention of the learned
licatiohgh x® ¥X has to be

gly we allow the application.
dirécted to entrust the work to

cordance with the instructions

referred to above |and he would be eligible to ths




commiseion according to the prescribed rate.

The respondents are directed to implement these

orders within one mohth from the date of receipt

0of these orders. [

|
In the re%ult the application is

allowed. There will be no order as to costs.
Y d;ﬁ;ﬁﬁf ) (J .NARASIMHAMURTY)

VlceHChalnnan. Member (Judicial) .
27m=11~-1989 27=11=1989.

OFDUTY PFGISTRAR(~1

TQ: , i

1. The Director General,(Union of India)
Telecommunications, Daktar Bhayan,New Delh1-110 DB1.

2. The Genaral Manager, Telecom District,
Suryalak Cumplbx, Hyderabad=-509 033.

3., 0One copy to Mri,J.V.Laxmana Rao,Advocate, Flat No,301,

3rd floor, Balaji Touwers, New Bakaram,Hydsrabad=-380.

4, 0ne copy to Mr,E,.Madan Mohan Rao,Addl,CGSC,CAT,Hyderabad

5. -0One spare copyl.
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IN THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL
HYDERABAD BENCH.

)

e

HON'BLE MR.B.N,JAYASIMHA: {v.C.)
AND
HON'BLE MR.D. SURYA RAI'MENBER(3JDL)
: == END -
o oo
HEN"BLE MR.D.K. CHAKRAUBRTY MEMBER (A)
AND

HON'8LE MR,J.NARASIMHA MUHTHY:MEMBER(J}L//’

ATED: 271\ £

ORDER/JUDGMENT

P "

m..__ﬂu.,[ﬁ-.-ﬁ-o-/--@rﬂ".;/ND : . in ‘
FohaNos - 0 ~(WsPeNo. )

.’ 0.A.No. ‘E;Z’L\ \ %ri?'

Admltted andwlnterlm“dlrectlons
issued,

Allouad.\y///
‘Dismissed..—

Disppsed of ui?hwdireﬁfmn.
MUA, Uraefﬁa:'

No order as to cost

.1 © S5ent to Xerox an:





