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IN THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE &PIBUNAL HYDERABAD BENCH
AT H ERABAD

~ : 7 """"" "a
- Date of decision: 2%%h Kovember, 1997.
i
Between: |-
i )
M. Mohanrao. : ..} Appliéént.

: |
Vs. 'i

L
|
' : |
1. The .Union of India represented by
the Sectetary, Department of Posts,
Dak Bhavan, New Delhi/110 001;
]

2. The Bostmaster General ViJaygwada Region,
Vijayawada - 520 002.- “

3. The Chief Postméstef,Genenal“ A.P.Circle,

Hyderabad - 500 001. |
I

!
4, shri s. Brahmanandam, Chief éostmaster General,

Tamilnadu Circle, Ma?ras - 6?0 002 Respondents.
|

. . A
counsel for the applicant: Fi T.V.S.5.Murthy.

Counsel for the respondents: #ri N.R.Devraj.

CORAM:
Hon'ble Sri R.Rangarajan,Membef

Hon'ble Sri B.S.Jai Parameshwar, Member (J)
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| JUDG
(per Hon'ble Sri R.ﬁéngarajan.Member(A)

wrt

’

k

Heard Sri'T.V.s.S.Murthy, learned counsel for . --

.

raj, learned counsel fOr

the applicant and Sri N.R.DeV,
the reépondents.

The applicant in this|O.A., while,workiﬁé as

S O ——— __..Qj_."_.__.:: —_ =

dome. up for promotlon

- : -
.

Postal'hssiétanﬁ, his case ha

-

under the TBOP‘Scheme% The PeparfWEﬁtal;Committee’1)L-
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con51dered him for promotion aga

%s t the cadre of
¢ 2300,  The

|

}

i

}

Lse in the scale of pay ofRs.14?
|

|
. . l
Scheme of TBOP for staff worklngiCO/RO was introduced
: | |

- {9
with effect from 25-~6-1993 as pe%LDirectorate General,
]
Posts, Vew Delhi letter No. 4-12488LOE.I(PL) dated 22.7.1993.

/

The DPC has not recommended the }ppllcant for promotion’

under the said Scheme as ’Vldenced from the Proceedings
l’ '
of the DPC, In this review, the confidential reports

/!
|
of the applicet from 1888-89 to}i992-93 were examined,
. | |

The Committee does not give him %he grading suitably
|

}
: H .
in any of the headings such as iOugstanﬁing“, "Very Good",

"Good" or "“Average." In 1988-819 and 1989-90 the

!
Committee has ticked off in the“review sheets. The
H

l, |
review sheet indicates that in %990-91.the applicant
: o
: L .
was 9iven a punishment of post%?nmbgt of increment
- : »

} |
for a period of three months wi#hout cumulative effect,
” atioadad 'i |
In 1991-92 he has been given cénsure. For the years 1990-91,

e

91=92 and 1992-93 no grading hgs been indicated in his

s & remark signed by

TR T - -

confidential reports. There

|
Yherein. it is shownrhat
|

SOme officerPn the reviéw sheet

the official at Sl.No.54 'is not ;ecommended and the

o o o

o o — ——0

Bt

rest argtbommended. If so, t avplicant who is at

|
recommended., But no

I bf—“
ned £rem this remar@;
| . ’

5l.No.53 is deemed to have be

it

deflnlte meanlng could ke ass]
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Another DPC met on 17--10--1994 for promoting heémsons

TR0
under thejﬁé%? Scheme who hau% Cﬂmpleted 16 years of

Service in the vear, 1994.

recommend th

e applicant.

\ ] =

|

Thaﬁ DPC alsc did not

The Iév1ew sheets of the

y 1991-1992

(i

proceedings indicate the same r¢harks for 199m-92,/1992-93

the applicant was shown as cenered.
l

ol

In the remarks cothn for those years

(

}

ol
The Committee

had put a Tick Mark for tn@ﬁgye?rias stated earller u%mk

7 any

woultd not convey/afdeflnlte meq%lng. Hence we cannot

come to conclusion whether or

applicant was recommended for

¥

ﬁ?b the case of the
ll‘ ’
bxomotion from the

Proceedings of the DPC. TheWapplicant was once
again considered for promotion |again=t that scheme by

e

-

1 .
the DPC which met on 16~8—199$L for the period 1-4-956"

to 30-3.1996.

g ™

given the grading "Good" in a

- ag .

Shownhpensured, he had been

recommended

In the Proceedi

Even in those col

for promotion.

J
ThHe applicant nok submits that Respondent No.4

]

#g the applicant hael been

|

yl the years from 1990-91

umns the applicant.had.been

™
] | _
?rmed as "GoodZ and he was
l

is biaséd towards him and hehée he was put down and he

was also not recommended f@f,promotion during the ¥earlier

years.

i

1
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|
|
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The applicant also submits that he

last DPC considering the same con

and hence his non-recommendation

jast DPC., 1s not warranted.

This 0.A., is filed for s

to colivene a review DPC., to recaq

J

applicent's promotion.under the

direct Respondent MNo.3 to recons

|

|

|

|

[,

was promoted by the

ﬁidential reports

 DEC

$y the earlie;/to the

phsider the case of the

EbOP Scheme and to

I
with retrospective effect from %é-6m1993 with all

consequential servicé and monetary benefits.

.

The proceedings of the D

o1

fFirst occasion on 22-12-i93 an J

\P.C., mzhwitdn the
| . -

L7-1o-1994 as indicated

~ : -
signs

above are very vague. The meanﬁng for theégf?{(Tick)

in the review sheets of the DPC|

Further/in our opinion the DPC.|

lldirection to Respondent No.3

iider his case for promotion

., do not convey any meaning

has not assessed the

—~

merit of the appliceant for proﬁbtion underﬁfB&ﬁ? Scheme

properly. Hence the Proceedin$

s of these two D.P.Cs..

< Prosl, of
have to be reviewed. In the/DPC., held on 16.8.1995

the D.P.C., graded the application as "Good" in all the

|
. |
yvears and recommended his case )irrespective of the fact

- o&(huww.u

that the punishmen?igiven to hiL

and 1992-93 were taken note of

{Pring the vear,1991-92

—
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In view of the above, we|are of the opinion that

that the proceedings of the 2

D/*)28-$2=1993 ani 17-10=1994

PCs. ./ Need: review.

|
We do not consider it nLcessary to go into the

5

question$

§

" of bilas of Respondent

|

ourards
Ho,4 sgainast the applicant
L

at this juncture as we are givihg a direction to

geview the D,.P.C., proceedings

17==10==1994.

e

held on 23-12-1993 and

In view of what is staped above, the

following directions are giveng

|

i} A review D?c., sho

uld be constituted to

|
. T [ oo .
review $he., proceedings for promotion

iy

of the avplica

held on 23-12-199

ii)  If the review DPY,

!'
fit for promotionl

.
[T MG,

[

tnder theTBBBz schemer.
and 17-10-1994 . Respackel,

g
fourd the applicant

he should be deemed

to havé been prompted from the earlier

date i.e.,26-6-1%g3

iii) The applicant is|klso entitled, if he

—

is promoted on the Pasis of the recommendations

Review

of the/DPC., to H1l consequential benefits

arising ovt of tie‘earlier promotion

e
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iv) Time for compliance two Honths from the
|

~date of feceipt of a cogy of this judgment.
|

The 0.A., 1s disposed of xwith the above

l
directions. No costs. f

”/éC | |
: ' R,RANGARAJAN,

7S.JAI PARAMESHWAR |
. . |

MEMBER (J) l MEMBER (A)
l . |

| ! . o
. L. I , -
Date: 24--11-=1 9;9'7 . mhﬁ\/\A

Dictated in open. Court.
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. _ | |
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Copy to:

13 The Union of India rapi by
" the Secretary, Despartment of Posts, Bak Bhavan,
New Delni- 110 001ﬁ

24 The Postmaster Genegal, Vi jayauada Raglun,
Vi jayauada- 520 00273

33 The Chief Postmastar Gengral' A.P.Circley
Hyderabad= 500 0013

43 SriﬁSﬁBrahmanandam, Chiaf Postmasier Ganeralj
Tamilnadu Circls, Madras- 660 002%

5% Ona copy to Mr.T.VJV.S.Murthy, Advocate, C.A.T. Hyderabad.
6s One copy to NrﬂN.R:Davaraj Srﬁccsc. C.A.T. Hyderabad.
73 Ona copy to D. R.(ndmn), C.A TW Hyderabadi

8% One duplicate capy4
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