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IN THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL
| HYDERADAD
0.A. N¢ 323/92 198 ;
FA-No. R
DATE OF DECISION __ 3.7.1992 .
V.Appa Rao 7 Petitioner
Mr.K.S.R.Anjaneyulu Advocate for the Petitionerts)
Versus
The Secretary to Gevt. Dept. of
Posts, New Delhi, ] Respondent
Mr. N.V.Ramana Advocate for the Responacu(s)
. CORAM
The Hon’ble Mr. T .CHANDRASEKHARA REDDY, MEMBER(JUDL. )
The Hon’ble Mr.

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 L_ordships wish to see the fair copy cf the Judgemeni?

4. Whether it-needs to be circulated to other Benches of the Tribunal?
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IN THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL : HYDERABAD BENCH

AT HYDERAEAD i
C.A.NO. 523/92 | Date of Order: 3,7.1992 /1
BETWEEN ¢ |
VeAppa Rao .« Applicant

ANTD

.1, The Secretary to Govt.

Dept. of Posts, New Delhi.

2. The Chief Post Master General,
Hyderabzd - 1.

3. The Fost Master General,
Visakhapatnam,

4. The Superintendent of Post @ffices,
Vizianagaram Division,

VizianagaramII .. Respondents.
Counsel for the Applicant : .. Mr. K.5.R.Anjaneyulu
Counsel for the Respondents .. Mr.y.Rajeswara Rao for

Mr. N.V.Ramana;&&éj“ngt

GORAM :

HON'QLE SHRI T.CHANDRASEKHARA REDDY,MEMBER(&UDL.)

(Order of the Single Rember Bench delivered by

Hon'ble Shri T.Chandrasekhara Reddy, Member(Judl.) ).
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‘Scheme&é}om the date

This is an'application filed under Section
‘ .
12 of the Administra?ive Tribunels Act to direct the respon-

dents to promcte the,applicant to the next higher grade

|
HS5G-1I, in the scaleiof pay Rs. 1600-2600 under the BCR
‘his junicr was promoted with all
.
consequential benefits and to pass such other order or

orders as may deem fit and proper in the circumstances of

!
the cese, \

I
2. The applica%t is'working at present as COffice

Assicstant in the offiice of Superintendent of Post Cffices,
Vizianagaram. Accoéding to the applicant he haé}completed
26 years of‘service'in 1990, The offiéials in thé cadre of
Cffice Assistaﬁt on’completion of 26 y8ars of service‘should:

be upgraded with the next higher gfade avtomatically by virtue
\

of acceptance of the demand for second time bound ptromotion

on completion of 26 years of service uncder biennieal cadrei_

e S

scheme. It is the grievence of the applicent, though he had

corpleted 26 years of service as early as .1990 and had become

f
eligible for consideration for promotion to HSG-II in the

|

scale of Rs.1600-2600 that he is not considered for the same.
Sc the applicant hak filed the present CA for the relief

as already indicat%d above.

3.  The aplecant had putin a representation dated

21.4.1992 to the cémpetant autherity for the redressal of
his g;ievance/grie#ances. Admiftedly on the said representati
the competant auth?rity has not yet passed final order.

!

4, - Today we 'have heard Mr.K.S.R.Anjaneyulu,
: | L LY for Mr,N.V.Ramana,
Advccate for the applicant and Mr.V.Rajeswara Rao/8Btan Qng

counsel for the respondents. It is the contention of
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2« Th Chief Post Naster Cenvral, fyderebad=3, i+
3+ The Post Nagter Gapersl, Visakhapstnam, Vo ot
L 4, The Gperintendent of Fost Gffices,

7o '
: - e The Getretary to Covt, Lept, of Fosts, .
J . R DR2IN4, ) )

Vizianagarem Livision, Vizisnagsratell, |
5. Une copy to HZeKa Gl oA Jonayuly, Muocate, CA T.ilyd,Bench,

6o One copy to HEs N U Roweng, | NAGLeCGRC,CAT o1y Y,
7+ Cne spare cop¥a .
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Mr.K.S.R.Anjaneyulu, learned cdunsel for ﬁhe applicant that'
there L% no disciplinary proceeding pending against the
applicant on the date of review, and no charge memo of any
sort as against the.pplicant was issued and so the deniel of
the said promotion to the applicant is wholly unjustified and
untenable in law. It is also his further contention the
refusal to give promotion under BCR is illegal and unsuspai-
nable in law. So,(g% view of the contentions raised by
Mr.K.S.R.Anjaneyulu, Learned counsel for the applicant and as
the said representation of thei applicant datég‘21.4.1992- -
is still pending with the competant authoritzjgg‘final order
is passed thereon, we are of the opinion that the interests

of the Justice will better be served if this 0A is disposed of

at the admission stage by giving appropriate directions.

5. Hence we direct the respondents to dispose of

the said representation of the applicant dated 21.4.1992 and
pass final order thereon withinrbéé:month from the date of the
receipt of this order. Further, we direct the reSpéndents aft
the said representation of the applicant is decided and final
order is passed thereon, to consider the applicant for the
saigd promotion{HSG-II) if the applicant is found eligible. If

the applicant continues to be aggrieved by the¥¢inal order
passgd by the respondents on this representation dated 21.4.95k
the applicant would be at liberty to approach this Tribu;él
afresh in accordance with law. Append a copy of the GA to thi

order that is sent to the respondents for information.

T - c.k_bmt)ﬂo. CelSoae

(T.CHANDRASEKHARA REDDY) -
Member (Judl,) v

Dated: 3rd July, 1992

(Dictated in the Open Court) ".-\2) Poron ‘ () .
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