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OB No.442/1998

_ Mr. K.L.Thawani, counsel fer thé applicant 3

P
[V 4 coRpan- Q
. T .

IN ’IHE‘ CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL JAIPUR BF‘NCH ' JAIPUR )
Date of order:. L3 Saptember, 2001

-

Cﬁhételél Meena s/o Sohan Lel working as Postal Assistant, Head Post
Office, Alwar end r/c Meenapadl, Near Talsb, Alwer.

| ..Appllcant
Versus N

1. o Union of India thrcugh the Secretary to the Govt. of

Iﬁdia, Departﬁent of;Posts, Ministry of Cemmunications,

ﬁéw belhi}_
2. o Chief Eosfméster'Geﬁera}, Fajesthan:Ciréle, Jajppr._
3. ' o Sr. -Sﬁpefjntendent'fcf Post "Offices,‘ Alwar - Djvisjch,
iAlwér.

.. Respondents

' Mr. Sanjay Pareek, counsel for the respondents '

CORAM:

Hon‘ble‘Mr.S.K,Agafwal, Judicial Member
Hon'ble Mr.S.A.T.Rizvi, Administrative Member
J _

P | ORDER

~Per Hon'ble Mr. S.A.T.Rizvi, Administrative Member

Appcinted  as Postal Clerk on 20th May, 1972, the

app]lcant completed 16 year= of _service on 20th May, 1988 and

_ accordlngly became ellglble tc be ccnsidered for promotion tc the LSG

Grade (Rs. 1400-2300) under: tpe Time Beound One Promotion ( TBOP) -

scheme. Instead of being .grahted .prométion ‘to the afcresaid grade

. w.e.f. 20th May, 1988, the appljgaﬁt'has been aranted promoticn tc the -

aforeszid grade belatedly w.e.f. 1.4.1993 by ;espohdenté crder dated

'-11}6.1993‘(Apn.Al); Thus, delay in premotion forms ‘the basis of this

.~OA.Q')/_ _>,; o : ) : ]




s

'f\’.' ’

2.' ' i . We have heard the learned counsel on e1ther :side “and

have perused the materlal placed on record. .

3. Aggrleved by delayed promotlon, the same aple cant had
approcxched th1° 'I‘r1bunal earl:er also through ‘OA No. 497/93 which was
dec1ded on 27.5.].,99_7 ' (Ann.AG)- with- d;Lrectlons:to,the r_es.pondents 't‘o»
'decide' applj.cant's repres"enta'tion | and to pass }de.'ta'iled order on
mer1ts. In compl iance of the aforesald order, thef respondents have

paqseo a deta1led and a reasoned order on 28 l 1998 (Ann A2) ‘I‘he same

' »ha_s been-impugned in ‘this --OA alongwith order dated ll.6,l993_ (Ann.Al).

4. ) 'Ihe' learned ' counsel appearing .. on :b-ehalf “cf  the

reSpondents "has =ubm1tted that grant of promot ion under the TORP

'sche_me lS not automatlc 1n the sense that under the relevant'

guidellnes (Ann A3) the off1c1al concerned must be a sat1sfactorY'. |

performer before h1s case ‘is ' consldered favourably by the DPC.

" Placement in the LSG. grade, under the aforesald gu1de11nes amounts to.

promotlon and, therefore, the. f1tne=s of an off1c1al lookmg for

promotlon under the sald =cheme, is requ1red to be asse sed carefully

by the DPC and for thJS purpose normal procedures relat 1nq to promot:on

- are followed In order to determlne thness for promot:lon, the DPC can

evolve 1ts own~'norms wh1ch cannot be quest 1oned. The learned counsel

haq accordlnqu further subm1tted that the appl:cant was con51dered

for promot1on by the DPC not only in 1988, but in subsequent years as

well. All alona upto the year 1992 he ‘was fcund to be unflt for

promotion for -‘LSG "grade.x It was in the year 1993 t‘hat:for the fJ-rst
~ time.the DPC found hirh-t’o -be' fit fer prorvotion and passed orders -dated-
11, 6 1993 which has been 1mpugned by the appllcant (Ann.Al). 'Ihe
respondent. ' accordlng to the learned counsel‘, have followed the '

a'.‘/prescribed prccedure -and have correctly assessed_ the- work and conduct .



o ey

'. good, suff1c1ent and justlflable rezsons

dlsmleeed w1th no order a= to co.,ts. ,

of the appllcant for the purpoee of promotlon to the LSG grade. The

-',ar_:spllcant'e case that he should - haVe been promoted way back in 1988-'-

1s_, in the c1rcum=tance w1thout any baﬂq and cannot be accepted. .

5.0 “The learned counselv for the 1app11'cant had, during the
course of ‘hearing, in this case. desired. that. the original record

relating to the_:promctiron: of the applicant’ should be summoned and

| ,perus'ed by tﬁhe' Tribunal in order to arrive at a 'jﬁstidecieion in' this

cese. We have carefully perueed the crlalnal f11e p]aced before us- by_

A the 1earned counsel for the respondent...' We have also ‘perused the

mmutes o_f the DPC'me_etJ-ng;; held in 1988, 1989, '1990, 1991,' 1992 and -

'1993. While perusing the ‘a‘fore’said record, we kept in view the

detalled order paseed by the reepondents on 28 1 1998 which is under -

\challenqe in this OA. The eerv1ce record of the appllcant is found to

be of an 1ndn fferent character. Be has been chargesheeted end punished

duri ng the aforecald year s The 1evel of his general perforn'ance has.

hardly ever been adjudged Jn favourable terms In‘ the c:trcumatances,

we cannot dlqpute the reepondents' 'content:lon that the. appl icant ha-

beeri: 1gnored in, the matter of promctlon rlght upto the year 1992

. 6. ‘ For - all ‘ the ' ressons mentioned- in the preceding

_-.'paragrabh the OA is feund to be dev01d of any merlt and the same is -

(gad

S.A.T.RIZVI)

/- (S.K.AGARWAL)

' Adm. Member - . _,-' B ' [Jnd'l.Memberf’“



