IN THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL: HYDERABAD BENCH

AT HYDERABAD
CP.16/95 in.OA.928/91 » dt.26-12-96

Between

1. DY Koteswara Rao

2. P. Sitarama Rao

3. Ch. Nageswara Rao

4. G, Brahmananda Rao

5. MVS Sambamurthy

6. Ch. Rangaswamy

7. MV Subba Rao : .

8. D. Pushkara Rao : Applicants

and

¥, Sri SC Mahalic
Director General

Dept. of Posts

GCovt. of India, New Delhi

2. 8ri D, parthasarathy
Chief Post Master General

AP Circle, Hyderabad + Respondents
Counsel for the applicants ~ : P.B. Vijayahumér
Advocate

Counsel for the respondents : NV Raghava Reddy
SC for Central Govt,

CORAM
HON. MR. JUSTICE M.G. CHAUDHARI, VICE CHAIRMAN t&bﬂ/

HON. MR, H. RAJENDRA PRASAD, MEMBER (ADMN.)



’.’

e

~weeks from today unless the said applicant was already served

®

CP.16/95 in OA.928/91 dt. 26 December, 96

Judgement

Oral order (per Hon. Mr. Justice M.G. Chaudhari, VC )

~Mr. Durga Rao for Mr. P. B. VijayaAKumar. Mr. W.
Satyanarayana holding for Mr. N.V. Raghava Reddy, for the
respondents. ‘

1. Mr. Satyanarayana produce&)a copy of order No.ST/SBCO/
Misz,95 dated 9-2-96 issued by CPMG, AP Circle, which shows
that applicants 1,2,4,5,6,7 and 8 have been promdbted under
TBOP Scheme with effect from 1-8-1991 consistently with the
directions in thgqgf}ginal order. On ipstructions, Mr. W.
Satyanarayanaﬁégéﬁé in so far as original applicant No.3
Mr, Nageswara Rao is concernedﬂ:ﬁe was not found eligible

for promotion, If that be the ground then respondents were -

required to inform the said applicant accordingly. Even

/
though it ma%be assumed that ordinarily he must have been Ao
vt
informed._ wWe, however, direct the respondents to inform him (A3
that ¢<hé»was not promoted on such ground;as may have been

considered to treat him ineligible within a period of four

with a communication. If the said applicant would have any

grievance in that respect he would be required in the first
AJ&miﬁhv¢wdai ‘

instance to file representation and if necessary to addpt
h

such legal remedies as he may be ad¥ised in law only there-
, e Lo legt
after. Such a question cannot be in tke Cp,

2. CP is accorglingly:disposed of.

(M.G. Chaudhari)
Vice Chairman

1

Dated .: Dededber, 26, 96 (4/
Dictated in Open Court }44q
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CP,16/95 in
0A, 928/91,

. Copy tog~-

1.
2,
3.
§.
5.

6.

9.
6.

Sri S.C,Mahalic, Director General,
Demrt. of Gostagﬂoﬂ.ef IMia; NQ' Dﬁlhip

Sri D,Parthasarathy,Chief Post Master General,
A.P.cimle.Hqu ;

One copy to Mr.P.B.Vij ayakumar.Advocate.
C@ HYdo

One copy to Mr.N.V.Raghava Reddy,sC for
Central Govt,.CAT,Hyd.

c&xe copy tb\ur.p.a.vu ayakuqrar,Advocate,CaT,Hyd,

One copy to H.V.Raghava R +5C for Cent.ral
th.uAT."IYd

One copy to Library.QA{!'.Hyd.

One spare copy.
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HY Uk oD SkdCH AT HYDERABAD

T..4 HON'3Lk lIK,JUSTICE M.G.CH%E;&&BL//”
. VICE-CLAIRMANT '
AND

THE HON'BLE MK.H.RAJENDRA PRASAD

_ MEMBER( ADMN )
- I~
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Almidtted and Interim Lirectlons

. issued.

Allowed.,

D sposed of with di;ectior\i__,_./“

Dlsmissed.

;

Lismidsed as withdrawn.
Yismissed for defairlt.
Jrdered/Re jected.

pvm. ‘ Ko order a% to cosis.
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CP.16/95 in OA.928/91 dt. 26 December, 96

8
Judgement

Oral order (per Hon. Mr. Justice M.G. Chaudhari, VC )

. ¢
- Mr. Durga Rao for Mr. P. B. Vijaya Kumar. Mr. W.. . 'l

_ Sebyanarajana holding for Mr. N.V, Raghava Reddy, for the

’.~
;%respondents
o . 3 .

B ¥ Mr.-Satyénarayana produces a copy of order No.ST/SBCO/
xai'sé'lé‘é' dated 3-2-96 issued by CPMG, AP Circle, which shows = |
that'aﬁplicants 1,2,4,5,6,7 and 8 have heen prombted under
TBOP Scheme with effect from 1-8-199i consistently with the

directions in the original order. On instructions, Mr. Ww.
I ) pedlon
Satyanarayans &aees in so far as original applicant Y¥No.3

Phat ”
» Mr. Nageswara Rao is concerned, he was not found eligible
4 ¥
for promotion. If that be the ground then respondents were 5

. reqgired to inform the said applicant accordingly. Even i
- I

though it maybe assumed ithat ordinarily he must have been /Mo
| -

i {nformed.. We, however, direct the respondents to inform him (Aé:)

that he was not promoted on such ground:as may havé been %
considered to treat him ineligible within a period of four :
weeks from today ﬁﬁless the said applicant was already served

with a communication. If the said applicaﬁ% would have any

grievance in that reqpect he would be reguired {n the first -
FEERRY, ONPA ol < - |
instance to file representation and if necessary to adopt
n .

such legal remedies as he may be ad¥ised in law oﬁly there-

i

_ .- l.
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v after. Such a question cannot be eagzsaged in the CP. ;
2. CP is acco;fingly.disposéd.of. » ‘
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