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IN THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL : HYDERABAD BENCH

AT HYDERABAD

0.A.No,1039/90 Date of Order: 19,11,93

BETWEEN 3
K.Suryanarayana , '« Applicant,
AND

1, Union of India, rep. by
the Director-General,
Telecom, Sanchar Bhawan,
New Delhi - 110 0C1,

2. The Chief Ge=neral Manager,
Telecom, Andhra Pradesh,
Hyderabad - 500 001,

3, The Divisional Engineer,
Telecom, the TDM, Eluru - 534 050.

4, The Junior Telecom Officer,
Telephone Exchange,
Penugonda, W,G.Dist, .« Respondents,

Counsel for the applicant .. Mr,C.Suryanarayana

Counsel foe the respondents .o Mr,N,V.,Ramana

CORAM ;

HON'BLE SHKRI A,B,GORTHI ; MEMBER (ADMN, )}

HON'*BLE SHRI T.CHANDRASEKHARA KEDDY : MEMBER (JUDL.)
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Order of the Division Bench delivered by

Hon'ble Shri A,B.Gorthi, Member (Admn,).

The applicant was engaged as a part time
Cleaner in the Telephone Exchange at Penugonda, W,.G.Dist,
w.e.f. 21,1.1977, He&Zrontinued to work in that capacity
till his case came up for consideration for regularisation
by the respondents, The re5p6ndents #ide memo dt, 31,5.89

provisionally approved him for regularisation subject to

‘verification of originals and receipt of PVR, Thereafter

the respondents unilaterally cancelled his provisional
selection for regularisation, vide their order dt; 13.7.89,
on the ground that the school Transfer Certificate furnished
by the applicént was found to be not dorfect. Besides
cancelling his regularisatioﬁ the re3pondents vide their
memo dated 19.7.89 terminated the services of the applicant
w.e,f., that date without any prior notice, He made two
repfeSentations to the authorities concerned'and the said
represenfations were rejected on 23.9.1989 and 1132.1989,
In this applicationfthe reliefs claimed by the applicant
are that the order of the re5pond§nts cancelling his
provisional selection for regularisation as also the oxder
terminating his services be set aside together with the

respondents orders rejecting his representations.

2, We have heard learned counsel for both the
parties, Though no counter affidavit has been filed by
the respondents the learned counsel for the respondents

was able to assist us in this matter with the help of the
P22 53 ow .
draft counter in his-ggsi%éeﬁ. oA



3. From the record it is evident that the

School Transfer Certificate furnished by hhe applicant

~

was not correct one, In this context learned counsel for
: ~

the applic'ant contended that infdct there was no requirment

' ' y N
of such a certificate because neither was thedir any stipu-

[Pl -]
tation regarding the age not #s there any requirment of

-educational qualification for the purpose of consideiing

the case of a candidate for regularisation, In view of
this,even if the school Transfer Certifiéate is found to be
ma.e/-apwul&/\fo <
actualily not correct,should have ignored the same and taking
L[ "
into considef@&tion the aonhservice rendered by the applicant
&

as part-time casual mazdoor,should have granted him regula-
risation, The next issue raised by the applicant's‘counsel
is on the validity of the order terminating the services

of the applicant, A perusal of the order dt, 19.7.89

would show that the services of the applicant were terminated
without assigning any reason and without giving him any

prior notice or opportunity of being heard,

4. In view of the above facts while.we may not

interfere with the respondents memo dated 13,7.89 we do
find that their memo df. 19.7.89 deserves to be set aside
as it is in clear violation of principles of natural

justice,

5. We are now informed that by virtue of'an
interim order of the Tribunal)the applicant is continuing
to be engaged as a parf-time casual mazdoor, In view of
this we dispose of this application wi thout passing

further order but with &n oebservation that it would be
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open to the respondents to consider the case of the

applicant for his regularisation in accordance with the

extant rules/instructions,

-

/

There shall be no order as to costs,

1 S

"Member (Judl, Member (AGmn, ) o ar i

(T.CHANDRASEKHAR? REDDY; ' (A.B.;EEQQE;YES

Dated: 19th November, 1993 ' ﬂ; »

(Dictated in Open Court)
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Copy to:=

1. Directer General, Telecem, Unien of India, Sanchar Bhawvan,
New Delhi-001,

2. The Chief General Manager, Telecem, A.P, Hyd=001,

3. The Divisionpal Engineer, Telecom, TDM, Eléru-050,

4¢ Thne Junior Telecem Officer, Telephene Exchange, Penugenda.
G0T.

5. One cepy te Sri, C;Suryanarayana} advocate, CAT, Hyd.

6. One copy te Sri. N.V.Ramana, Addl, CGSC, CAT, Hyd.

7+ One copy te Library, CAT, Hyd.

8. One spare cepy.

Rem/m=
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IN THE CEATPAL ALMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL
. RABAD BEHCH s HYZERAPAL .,

THE HMHOX*3LE MR.J STICE V.NEELADRI R2AQO
VICE—CHAIRMAN!

AND | L

THE HOW'BLE MR .AeB<GORTHI :MEMBER({A)

AND . ,

THE HON'BLE MR, T ¢ GHANDRASEKHAR REDDY /.
: MEMBER(.J)
. AN )

- THE HON'BLE MR.R.JBANGARAJAN $MEMBER(A)
_ TR B

L4

Dated: f(‘,z/f//lQSB

i ,o&ﬁER/JUDSMENT;“‘—“"’"‘
ELﬁZILA%C«ﬁWNeT——'
0.5.%. 1729 /5o
T.;Z‘\..NQ_. i ( ., \)

Adhitted and Interim directions
issved. : -

1
'Allo\(':ed.

L/Bism:{do-f with directions.

Di: rissed. _

Dismissed.as withdrawn.

Dismissed for default.
Re jected/Crdered.
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