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In this case 1earned counsel for the
applicant Mr,S,Ramakrishna Rao has moved

161/92cfeek1ng interim orders, Since we
E\ egcall for the DPC records and the case is

_ decided at the admission stage itself shortl_y)

there is no need for an interim order and

' lhence direction petition MA,161/92 in OA.88/92

is dismissed as unnecessary,

In OA we had earllextﬁfied Mr, NE,Devra

T

to produce DPC proceedings whieh cons:.derq"the
applicant s promotion by second time bound
promotion scheme., He wanted further 2 weeks
time, Hence list this case for admission
hearing on 7,4,.92, -
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On a request by Mr, S,Ramakrishna

Rao, learned counsel for the applicant,
list this case for admission hearing
on 13.3.1992, along with MA 161/92,

A T e—t
HRBS HTCSR
M(A) M{J)

We dégecf ﬂ"‘l Aoaﬁovv\'&\e\,.gg #D '
PAeS et bc@o%& ,ﬂ“-& YN e

0.£.C. PAOCQQA\bv\izs 3 ednflin '7,}0 Py
ﬁﬂxoﬁmoﬂo@*\ :zg

a\p}oﬂ;ca\\.ﬁl LM7M (82 w,ﬂ\a(‘l\
P M&e& fo be dnpescd_of B A

ax.‘k\a\}ﬂ,p"c}\ ﬂ/ﬂ‘y{ //{_Jd%-,- '{“0))
ﬂ\A“V\A}%ﬂW\ "‘\-Qm%j oo NO0—3-N

Lok A s Lo o308,
JO-‘M- uo;,a"\ "‘""\"\”\'\ Cle .

b Gy T 7

&8s)
“\O “(3)



;5

‘ “ L . L4 ) [
@5, | Central Administrative Tribunal
NP HYDERABAD BENCH Y
0.A. NO/ BAND.. oottt S— — 5 .5’..2..._...196(1_ '
Q L\mké- Bovﬁmw? Ghmm et eeesassios s vt e ee et et s sr s As b b s e a et erabasans Apphcant (s)

Versus

. SuPAE... fi V%’} %CA«% LW Y=} \?,c.l‘- &—@w&t—w ........ Respondent (s)

Date Office Note : Orders

€ 20, :
T oaaa MOQP(_L be#mz oS I

| /Q’\-Qo')\ %Lfgf uazﬂ"\ﬁv\ "3 w&eﬂg _uag |
oen BV OENR oy 'y Lo ﬂiﬁg J‘Q_@\-J\Qé\

Qow»gd @Q py ;ﬂ»«\ c;-:ﬁ/j) Ca(vﬂ-/ —ahp
gﬁi ,D'—L neodmder, pﬁ«f«q

| o o Q-‘L\OO/%LS
w& 9/«9— ea fon adeinioy

N [ T | ¢

O
e L
@rkas) LHJ;I:;V?
gAY
[0-%~0. o rm 61

Cos»edaue {»09\ JLL a\fﬂﬂé(m\g‘

gﬂmb; )‘"\.A‘\é[/"n._ @o% ﬂx&\e}&&,
Lo Jo ~nsdmoim ,p"NL &.Q*ox@tu\ ue
4 fre "\PP’Q*C“‘“Q M7/Q‘®Q*
| M p%M,aQM Lo e boun,
oS b e a /f,ﬂ\v?}.ﬂo bo
ﬁ?\omp-ah\ o~ i——“s”q)‘/a-gﬂfu\ﬂu; 7
< g PN /:LMJ«Q} Tf\&
P fcc& Dé.s@d, ﬂfm}/ wOhp e
be. e Jo&{} ff’wcwmﬂ-té\ amnd paS;;ae-éL
e apenr-3AQ L Tag of
A O%»yivmp'(y MQ‘S\M 63
oo "‘PPJ) ZAE N ol - 1)

u

= e e ’ : ; ) .




*

ST T THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL HYDERABAD BENCH AT HYDERABAD,

—~
0.A.NO, 88 of 1992,

Between Bated : 20,3.1992,
x . _
Shaik Basheer Ahmed eee Applicant
1, The Superintendent of Post Offices, Narasaraepet Divisien
jNarasaraepet, . . ’
2, ‘The Directer of Pestal Services, A.P, Eastern Regien, Vijayawada,
' cew Respendents,
”~

Ceunsel
Ceunsel

CORAM:

fer the Applicant : Sri. S.Rama Krishna Rae,
for the Respendents s+ Srie NJR.Devraj, Addl, cesc.

i /'

Hen'ble Mr, R,Balasubramanian, Administrative Member
Hen'ble Mr, T.Chandra Sekhar Reddy, Judicial Member,

The"Tribunal,made the fellowing orderi-

In this case learned ceunsel fer the applicant Mr, S.

Rama Krishna Rae has moved MA,161/92 seeking interim orders. Since

we have
decided

called fer the DPC recerds and the case is likely te be
at the admissien stage itself shertly, there is ne need fer

#n interim erder and hence directien petitien M,A,161/92 in 0.A,.88/92
is dismissed as unnecessary.,

In OA we had earlier asked Mr, N,R.Devaraj te preduce PPC

preceedings that were censidered the applicant's premotien secend
time beund premetien scheme, He wanted further 2 weeks time. Hence
list this case ter admissjen hearing en 7,4,1992,

Cepy te:

F

Deputy Registrar(Judl,.

- ’

1. The Superintendent of Pest Offices, Narsaraspet Bivisien, Narasarweymmms

2 . The
3. One
4, Qne
Se One

RSm/ =

Pirecter ef Pestal Sevices, A.P. Eastern Regien, Vijayawada,
cepy to Sri,S.Rama Krishna Rae, advecate, CAT, Hyd,.

copy te Sri, N.R.Devraj, Addl, CGSC, CAT, Hyd,

Spare CopYe _ :
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IN THE CENCRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL
HYDERABAD BENCH AT ‘HYDERABAD

BHEHOW'BLETMRT ™ . . VT

THE HON'BLE MR.R.BALASUBRAMANIAN:M(A)
‘ AND '

ral
THE HON'BLE MR.T. CHANDRASEKHAR REDDY3
M(JUDL)
. AND .
- THE_HDN_BLE_MR c.J;ROY s_MEMBER(JUDL)

”
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Lﬂﬁfnltte%d interim directions
issued ¢ Aosf Crna . 7 j‘/}c‘k
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/ as dictated by the Hon'ble Member (Admn.)
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,;r/uj placed below for kind perusal.
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Central Administrative Tribunal
HYDERABAD BENCH : AT HYDERABAD

' e
0.A. No. 88/92 ‘ Date of Decision: | —>
Ny
Mr., Shaik Basheer Ahmed Petitioner.
Mr, S,Ramakrishna Rao ‘ Advocate for the
‘ petitioner (s)
Versus
SPO, Narasaraopet and another ' Respondent.
Mr, N,R,Devaraj, Addl, CGSC Advocate for the
Respondent (s)
CORAM : . N

THE HON'BLE MR.R.Balasubramanian, Member (Admn,)

THE HON'BLE MR.C.J.Roy, Member (Judicial)

1. Whether Reporters of local papers may be allowed to see the Judgement?

!

2. To be referred to the Reporter or not ?

3. Whether their Lordships wish to see the fair copy of the Judgment ? (\m
4. Whether it needs to be circulated to lother Benches of the Tribunal ?

5. Remarks of Vice Chairman on columns 1, 2,4 .
(To be submitted to Hon’ble Vice Chairman where he is not on the Bench) |

HRBS eég\;:ﬂ
M(A) M(J)

\



IN THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL: HYDERABAD BENCH:
AT HYDERABAD

ORIGINAL APPLICATION NO.88 of 1992

Yy

DATE OF JUDGMENT:

.f

BETWEEN:

Mr. Shaik Basheer Ahmed .o Applicant

ANXD

1. The Superintendent of Post Offices,
Narasaraopet Division,
Narasaraopet.

2. The Director of Postal Services,
A,P,Eastern Region,
Vijayawada. °~ . Respondents

COUNSEL FQR THE APPLICANT: Mr., S.Ramakrishna Rao

COUNSEL FOR THE RESPONDENTS: Mr, N.R,Devaraj, Addl,CGSC.

CORAM:

Hon' Hle Shri R,Balasubramanian, Member (Admn.)
Hon'ble Shri C.J.Roy, Member (Judicial)

e

contd....
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JUDGMENT OF THE DIVISION BENCH DELIVERED BY THE HON'BLE
SHRI R. BALASUBRAMANIAN MEMBER (ADMN.)

b

[

This application is filed by Mr. Shaik Basheer
Ahmed against the.éuperintendent of Post Offices, :
Narasaraopet Diviéfon, Narasaraopet and énother under-
Section 19 of tﬁe’ﬁdministrative Tribunals Act with a
prayer to %}rect the 2nd respondent to consider the

applicant for promction under second time bound promotior

scheme with effécf'from.the date his juniors were

- promoted with all the consequential benefits. thice be fc

admission was given to the respondents.

2. ~ The respondents have filed counter opposing
the admission of fﬁis 0A, The applicant had made a
representation on 7.1,1992 to the respondents regarding
his non-promotioh;' Tt is stated in the counter filed
that his representétion dated 7.1.1992 was duly consi-
dered énd had been rejected by the Post Master General

and a reply had already been given to the official.

It is also stated in the counter that the Departmental

Promotion Committee which met on 18.12,1991 did not ,
recommend his-name.fOr promotion and hence the applicant
could not be promoted

3. During _ the hearlng, shri S.Ramakrishna Rao,

‘learned couneel :for the applicant drew our attention

tb the rules by Wthh an official underg01ng the punish-

ment of withholding of increments is not debarred from

promotion. We have seen therSééges on the subject

“ f' ’II..§
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and find that while the punishment of withholding of

increments is not a bar to promotion, the circumstances
ke vals Cenpidantie

leading to such a punishment can be berme—fn—mipneé when

the D.P.C, makes its recommendation. We have seen

the D.P.C. findings dt. 18.12.91. The D.P.C. after

considering the case of the applicant has not recommended

his case for promotion. Under these circumstances

we find that the case is not fit for adjudication and we

reject the case at the admission stage. No tedli.

QkJLonvérldaﬂa;~"**L
/"”'__‘—
'\Jb ( R.Balasubramanian } ( Ctgfégzﬁjj
— Member(A). _ Meriber(J) .
Deputy Registrar(J)

157”\/

Dated: ‘\%fogzgﬁ, 1992.

1, The Superintendent of Post Offices,
Narasaraopet Division, Narasaraopet,

2. The pirector of Postal services,
A,P,Eastern Region, vijayawada,

3, One copy to Mr.S.Ramakrishpa Rao, Advocate, CAT_.Hyd,
4, One copy to Mr.N.,R.Devraj, Addl,CuaC CAT,.Hyd.
5. One spare copy.
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THE HON'BLE MK,

V.C.
AND —
THE HON'BLE MR.ﬁ.BALASUBRAMANIAN:M(A)
D

THE HOW'BLE MR.T,CHX

SEKHAR REDDY:

EMBER{JULL)
AND -
THE HON'BLE ML.C,J. RoY

-
-

MEMBER ( JUIL)
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ORDER— JUDGMEﬁT /

| RaAArA Corbirf M. A Nor

T T

T

0.A.No. ¥ 3/ 2_-\
THA.No, 7 ?%%No. "*"‘_‘v)

Adnitted and interim directions
- 1ssuad

Disposed of with directions

Dismissed

Dismifsed as withdrawn

Dism'ssec_i for efault,
M.A .Qrdered/Re‘jected.
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