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IN THE CEN'IRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL_, JAIPUR BENCH, JAIPUR 

Dc-te of order:- f 3 ·September, 2001 

. OA No.442/1998 

Chh~telal Meena s/o Sohan Lal working as Postal ·Assistant, Head Post 

Office, Alwar end r/o Meenapadi, Near Talab, Alwar • 

• • Applicant 

'· Versus 

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

I' 

2. 

India, Departroent of Posts, Ministry of CommunicB_t ions' 

New DelhL 

Chief !lostmaster General, R1:1j2sth2n Circl~, Jaipur •. 

. 3. Sr. Supedntendent of Post · Offfree, Alwar · Djvisjcn, 

Alwar. 

Respondents 

Mr. K.L.Thawani, counsel for the applicant 

Mr. ·sanjay Pareek, counsel for the respondents· 

CORAM: 

Hon' ble Mr .S.K._Agarwal, Judici?-1 MeIT1ber 

Hon'ble Mr.s.~.T.Rizvi, Admjnistrabve- Member 

ORDER '' 

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

Appointed . as Postal Clerk on 20th May, 1972, the 

applicant completeo 16 yeare of service on 20th May, 1988 and 

accordingly became eligibie to be ccnsidere¢l for promotion to the LSG 

Grade (Rs. 1400-2300) under the ~iIDe Bound One Promotion ( TBOP) 

scheme. Instead of being granted . promotion ·to the -aforesaid grooE> 

. w.e.f. 20th May; 1988, the applicant hcis been granted promotion tc the 

~foresc;id grace belatedly w.e.f. 1.4.1993 by respondents o~der dated 
. . 

11.6.1993 (Ann.Al)_. Thue, delay in prompt.ion forms :the basie of thiE 
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2. We hi=ive heard the learned counsel on either : side and 

have perused the.material placed on record. 

3. Aggrieved by delayed promotion, the sa~ ap[)lj cant had 

appro,ached this Tribuh_al earlier_ ~lso · through OA No.497 /93 which was 

decided on 27 ~5.1.~97 · (Ann~A6)- with: airecti0ns. to _the· r_esJ:,onae-ntfl to 
I -

decide appHcaht 's representation and to pass __ detailed order on 

neri ts. In -cornpl:iance · of ·the aforesaid ~rder, _the _ respondents · have 

passed. a detailed_' and a· re~soned ·order on 28.1.1998 (Ann.A2). The sane 

has been-impugned in this o~ alon~th order dated 11.6.19_93. (Ann.Al). 

4. 'Ihe - learned counsel appearing , , on behalf - cf the -... 
-

respondents -has submitted that grant of promotion under the TOBP 

scheme is not automatic·· _in the ·sense that under _the reievant 

guidelines (Ann.A3} th~ official concerned roust be a 1 satisfactory· . 

performer before his case is _considered · favourably by th~ DPC. 

Placement in the LSG grade I under the aforesaid guidelines aniounts to_ 

prom~tion and, t:herefore, · the. -fitness·--of an _official . lookjng fer 

promotion under the·said_scheme, is-required to be asse;sed carefully 

by the DPC and for this.purpose n~rmal procedures relating to promotion 

are followed. In order to determine fitness for promotion, the DPC can 
\ . . 

evolve its Owri-·ncrm.s which cannot be questioned._ 'Ihe learned counsel 

has accordingly further ~ubrnitted _that the applicant was considered 

. -
for promet.ion by the DPC not ·only in 1988', but i~ ·~ubseguent years as 

we11. · All along ~pto the ·year 1992 he was fcund tc be unfit for 
~ .. 

pr-01T10t ion for -LSG ·grade •. It· was _in the year 1993 that - for the first 

time. the DPC found him· to l:)e ·fit for promotion and -Passed orders dC\ted 

11 .• 6.1993 whiCh has· been impugned by thei applicant (Ann.Ai). 'the 

: respondentf', according to the learned counsel, have foilowed the 

tesCTibed i:rOceoure and have correctly asseBsed thE! work and conduct 
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of the applicant for the purpos~ of -proi:notion to the LSG grade. 'Ihe 
I 

·_applica,ht 's _case tl:ia't he should ·have .'been promoted way bac:k in 1988. 

is, in the circumstances, without any baEis and cannot ~- accepte,d. 

5 •• - 'Ihe: - learned counsel for_ the applicant had, during the 

course - of - hearing, in this case - desired. that. the original record 

relating to the_ promotion of the applicant. should be stlmrrioned and 

,perused by the Td bunal in order to arrive at a - just decision .. in this 

ca.se. We have·_ carefuUy perused -the crigim~1 file placed before us-by_ 

·the learne,d counsel for the respondents.· We have .also ·perused the 

minut~·s cf the DPC meeting$ held in 1988, 1989, 1990, 1991, 1992 and 

1_993. While perusi~g the · a·fi::>re~aid ~ecord, ~ kep~ in view ,the 

detailed_ craer passed by the respondents on 28.1..1998 which ie: under· . 

,cha:llenge in this OA·. -'Ihe. service recorc:J of the applicant is found to _ 

be of an indjffererit cha.racter. He has been chargest:ieeted ~.nd punished 
---

dud ng the aforesaid years. The_ level of _his general performance ha.s. 

. . \ . . . 
nardly ever been adjudged in favourable te~s. In the circume:tance~, 

we cannot dispute· the. respondents' c~ntention that the_ applicant has 

199Y.,2~~ y beert -~gnored in,. the roatt-er. -of promction right upto the year: vjtft .. . . 

good, sti.fficient .and j'ustifiable reasons. 

-
6. For- all · the reasons mentionea~ in the precedin:J 

-·paragraphs, th_e OA is fcund to be devoid_ of· any merit and the same js 

dismissed with no,ordet as to et 
1 

_ _ _co .... _s •. 
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rtK~r 
(S.A.T.RIZVI) 

"~:?~-
(S~K.AGAAWAL) 

Adm. Mernbe~ . Judl .Member · 
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