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A.P.Circle, Dearsanchsr Bhavan,
Nampally Station Read, Hyderabad,

The Superintendent, I/c.Central
Telegraph GFfice, Anantavur.

The Unien &f India, rep. by the
Secretary to the Dept, of Telecemm-
unicatien, New Delhi,

GJ

HYDERABAD BENCR

of Decisien : 02-09-CGK,

e m— e e e A fmm ame wea e

..2anplicant.

.« RelzTandent g,

: Mr.K.Venkasteswara Eae
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CORDER

ORAL CRDER(PFER HON'BLE SHRI R. RANGARAJTAM

Heard Mr.XK,Venkateswara Rae,

: MEMBER (ADMN,)

learned ceundel for the

aoplicant and Mr.V.Rajeswara Rae, learned counsel for the

respendents,

2. The applicant in this OA was belengs te S¢

and he was appointed as Talegraphman in Greup-D service

18-9-R2, He was cenfirmed in that post on 1-3-87. It

that the applicart had passed SSC in the yesr 1984,

stated that he passed the examinatien/}x/émmpartmentally.

Bur

cemmunity
w,e, f.,

is stated

1

it is net

The

avplicant submitted a represeptatien te the Sr.Superintendent

Telanrarh effice, Kurneel Divisien, Kurneel en 8-7-%5 epclosing a

L &

cepy of the SSC meme for premeting im the

the incentive scheme,

reup-C catecglery under

That wass replied by the R-2 by His letter

Ne,SH-309/28 dated 18-7-R5 that he is eligible for premetian under

the incentive scheme enly after putting 6 yvears of cenfiinusus service—

and hence he may renew his applicatien after & vyears et

In view of that it 1s slse stated that his representat]

cervice,

len had heen

with=-held in the office of R-3, The applicant was inf&rm@d by the

Asst, Supﬁrizrendent Telegraph Office, Ananthapur en 11}-4-8¢ eNnClesi

a cenvy of theLE;rect@r ef Telecom, Tirupathi Azted 31-3~89 stating

that the Headguarters has net censidered the case ef the avplicant

fer premotien under the incentive scheme in letter Ne.TA/STA/C-14/

1-5/11 dt. 14-13-89 since he had passed the SSC Mmp\artmentaﬁ)whic

is a bar #» premotion under the echeme, Against that

spplicant filed a representation to R-2 dated Nil. (An

the reply) centending that the reply af CPrB, Hyderabad

alijaibla fer mremotien uncder the scheme as
. " is
examinati@n‘}ﬂ‘campartmentallyé-incarrect since there

mentior in the cenditien 1aiﬁ'dmwn. put 50% ef marks

ined which is waiyed fer SC.

7

sheuld he ebta

o

In that c%ntext he

erder the

nexure R-4 te

that he is{mt

he had rvasged the S5C

is ne such
A

M SO leale-
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requested for censideraticn of ‘his case fer premetien t

as Clerk under the incentive scheme, But he was inferm

jetter Ne.E=4/C1.IV/96-97 dafed 21-5-96 (Apnrexure-I} th
elicible since he has passed the SSC examinatien }ﬁ’bmm
3. Aogrieved by the sbeve the applicant has
0a te set aside the etter Ne.E, 4/C),IV/%6-97 dt, 21-5=-
censegquential declaratien that the applicant is éptitle
under incentive scheme .g Telecem Office Assigtant etc.
cenerquential benefits,
4, In the replv the premeticn ef the derartn

grade eofficial te the cadres ef clerks under incentive

enclesed ac Annexure R-1 te the reply., In this O,M, it

enly

- L
atated clearly that/these whe vassed the 5SC whether bﬁ

SC or ST ® in ene attempt and net cempartmentally, Hew

g

&

¢ Greup~“

g3 vide

$t he is not
artmentally,
Filed this

P66 and fer a

3 fer premetie
with all
ental lewer
scheme is
ir= net

LPelengf te

ever a

clsrificatien has been given te that letter Ne,202-36/8

30th July, 1986 (Annexure~V te the CaA) wherein it is st

od

passing of mptriculation examinatien cempartmentally i
premeotien under incentive scheme, The respendents sub*
View of the clarificatien the sprlicant i= net entitle
5.
that was dispesed of by R-3 way back in 1985 itself,
respendents submit that the 0A is barred by limitatien

spplicant has noet challenged that letter within the al

Hence,

6=-STN dated
ated that
» bar fer

it that in

F far premoetie

The applicant submitted his representatipn in 1985 and

the

as the

lewable peried

But we find that he has challsno2d the letter dated 21~5=96 of W

CGMT and this Oa was filed challenging the same en 12-6

the OA mav net be dismissed en limitatier as he has ch

letter of CGMT which was issued en 21-5=-96, Hewever,
the Oa 1is te be disgﬁg%é;goﬁ en merits rather than en

the questisn of limitatien,

N
N

~06, Hemce,

allenged the
we feel that

the technical
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6. The apwlicant filed his representation fof premetioen

b

under incentive scheme in 1985; At that time he haé net cempleted
6ryears of service in Greup-D. He had cempnleted 6 vear§y of service
enly 1988 if his date of entry as Telegraphman is takenhint? acceunt
k1
or in the year 1993LPiS date of comférmatien in the saigiggél is
taker., The clarificatervy letter was dated 30-7-86, Henpce, when the
apwnlicant was eligible for consideraticn either in 1986 |er 1992 this
letter dated 20-7-86 was iqfarce. Hence, the applicant |sheuld have
challengad this letter fer qgetiing any relief._ Having rthhallenge%L-

e
that letter and enly challengf the letter of R-2 which is based en

bhe oot Golornr @l v by -

the letter dated 30-7-86L Hence, @ nreper challenge to [the letter

datad I0=T7=RF is essential fer deciding this case,

7. In the praver celumn the applicant submitg that he

challenged the letter @f R-2 dateﬁ 21=5«96 read with thq&Etter Aated

30-7-8f, RBut such a challenge cannct be taken as a pznﬂbs challenae

as an effice order te be challenged requires let of material befcre

challengina the same, The enly reasen civen &t him te phallenge

the letter of 30=7=86 is en the aoreund that in Pestal service there

is ne such stipulatier barring cemrartmentally passgﬁ%'gﬁi&*ﬁﬁxﬁXEﬁﬁiﬁ

such candicate
£1x;hm nromoted undey the incentive scheme, Fer that he has filed

the Jetter Ne,BI/LCO/Premeticen fated 13-8.%0 (Anrexure-i¥) which is

relevant latter of the Fectal Depa;tmeﬁt. The applicant|belengs te

Telecem Derartment, It is net necessaryv that the instrug¢ticns ef

the Pestal department sheuld held geed in the Telecom depzrtment alscﬁ

Féven if bath the denartments are under ene Ministry, The type of

werk and ether activities of the pestal department mayv be¢ different

and en that basis the letter cated g§f8-90 weuld have been issued,

The letter doesr nmtifndicate that there is ne bar feor premetien under

incentive scheme for cempartmentallyv passed cendidete., The rélevant

para in the Jetter cCated 13-£-80 resds as fellewsz:-
®The of ficial sheuld have cbtained net less than 50%
of marks (aoqregate) iv Matric er its eguivalent exapinatien.

This cerditien in respect of SC/ST efficials is waivpd.®

o l o :
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This paraLd@es net indicate that the cempartmentally S5C
Greup-D staff are elicible for premetien under the incent
theugh the learned ceunsel for the applicant submits thet

Aepartment compartmentally passed staff are eligitle far

It enly states that mip@mum marks required fer OC candica

(agaregate} ard that is waived for SC/ST efficial,

)
rasced
lve schemex
in Feztal

Lrematien,

te is S0%

a, ' In Vlvw ef what is stated abrve, we find ng merit in
this 02, Hence, thae OE is dismissed.No cests.
Q The lesrned ceunsel for the applicant submiltted that

e was mis-lead by R—%:by net ipdicating in his reply thgt the

cempartmentallv rassed staff are net eligible for premetien under the

L-35- A

incentive scheme, If e had stated se.
agein for SSC mxaminaticer and cet himself gualified in tH
instance. Because of the impreper reply er the wart ef j
put te & dis-advantage

10. ' We symphathise with the applicant fer the

such a2 contentien may not give the necessary relief to tj

same,

he would have soleht once XEa%-

e firet

lgiiﬂ was

Rut

(e aprplicant.

However, we fmmk wirl advise the dervartmental sutherity te be mere

careful in future while issuing a reply te the representgtien,

Nee cests.

( B. HL}‘A{'—‘W‘

ME&?Q' DL.}
ted : The ond Sept. 1998,
T“Jctwtaﬁ in the OperCeurt) [%
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Copy teo:

4. The Telseom Distiict ﬁanagaﬁ,-iaiaaﬁmtﬁ&xpmmxnﬁka;

-3+ Tho Sunerlntquent, I/F Ce ﬁtral Tnlug1¢wh QTTLCP, b

| Ce Gnﬁ:oﬂgy to fir, K,dcnmatrs”Jra Raa ﬂduncata Cs T,Hyderat

T, One copy 46 efiny, LAT ﬁydarauad

g. Ono uuplicatu copy.

CYLKR

PP ; PO

Ananuhqpuz.

2. The Chicf Gtﬂeral an»gﬂr, 1etnﬁUM, AP Ca*clm, o
Doursanchar Sh&uan, Hampal ly §iatisn ﬂuan,-'~
Hyurrahad -

Are ni,hapur.

4-'The Gicrabary to Bept.of Te’ecrmmunlcatlan
ey Dalhi, _ :

6. Ong copy to ﬂr ﬂ. JJG%UBTQ ?ac, Addl, EGaC, FF s Hyderaps

ad,

d,
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