
IN THE CETAL flMP'JIST2ATTVE TPI'TJNAL HDRAB'D RENCH 

AT HYDERAfD 

O.A. No1 133/91 	 Dt. of Decision Ift 18.6.9 

T.A.No. 	 I 

Petitioner 

Advocate for 
the petitioner 
(s) 

Versus 

.Respohdento 

Advocate for 
I 	 the Respondent 

() 

CORAM 

THE HON'BLE MR. Justice V.Neeladrj Rao, Vice Chajan 

THE HON'BLE ?'. P.T.Thi.ruvengdam, Member (Admn.) 

Whether Reporters o local papers may 
be ali?wed to see tFe judçjement? 

To be referred to tFe Reporters or not? 

Whether their LOrdships wish to see 
the fair copy of the Judgernent? 

Whether it nees to be circuisted tG 
other Benches of the Tribunal? 

Remarks of Vice-Chaijrman on Columns 
1,2,4 (to-be submitec3 to Hon'ble 
Vice-Chairman where he  is not on the 
Bench.) 

Hfl 	 HVNR.j 
M(A) 	 vc 	H 



IN THE CENTRAL AbMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL: HYDERABAD BENCH: 
AT HYDE RABAD 

ORIGIt4AL APPLICATION NO.133 of 1991 

DATE QF JUDGMENT: 19th June, 1991 

BETWEEN: 

Mr. M.Sreen1vaS1lU 
	 App ii cant 

AND 

The Employment 6xchange Officer, 
Kurnool. 	 I 

The Asgjstart Engineer (Civil), 
All India Rdio, 
Kurnool. Respondents 

APPEARANCE: 

COUNSEL FOR THE APPLICANT: Mr. V.S.N.Sarma .. 	NOT PRESENT 

COUNSEL FOR THE RESPONDENTS: Mr. D.Panduranga Reddy, Special 
Counsel for the State of Andhra 

I 	 Pradesh, for the 1st respondent. 

Mr. N.V.Ramana, Standing Counsel 
for the Central Government, for 

I 	 the 2nd respondent. 

CORAM: 

Hon'ble Shri Jjstice V.Neeladrj Rao, Vice 0hairman 

Hon'ble Shri P.T.Thiruvengadam, Member (Admn.) 

contd.... 



JUDGMENT OF THE DIVISION BENCH DELIVERED BY THE HON'BLE 
SHRI JUSTICE V.NEELADRI RAO, VICE CHAIRMAN 

Niether the applicant nor his learned counsel is 

present. Heard the learned counsel for the 1st respondent 

Mr. D.Panduranga Reddy and the learned Counsel for the 2nd 

respondent. Mr1  y.Rajeswará Rao representing Mr. N.V.Ramana. 

2. 	This OA was filed seeking a direction to the 1st 

respondent to sponsor the name of the applicant to the 2nd 

respondent for the purpose of calling him for interview for 

appointment to the post of Peon in the existing vacancy. 

The applicant alleged that in pursuance of the requisition 

by the 2nd respondent to the 1st respondent, the Employment 

Exchange Officer, Kurnool, 	ezLa±ar had sent a. list of names 

which ,include the names of those with Registration Nos.1/89 

and 7/89 and they were juniors to him and hence the direction 

as prayed hRxm for had to be given. This Court passed an 

interim order on 8.2.1991 which is to the effect that the 

1st respondent had to sponsor the name of the applicant also 

if his name is found in the live register and if his juniors 

have been sponsored (as' i-s_seàT the relevant portion is a 

mistake for "and" as can be seen from the context). It is 
/ 

stated for the 2nd respondent that the name of the applicant 

was not sent 4411 the even after the above interim order 

was passed. The  applicant had not filed aricontempt petition 

to the effect that the interim order is not complied with. 
I 

So, in view, of the ma-tte it has1 to be infered that as the 
L 

allegations of the applicant are not proved, the question of 

contd.... 



A 

Implementi 40,f the 
had n 	 interim order by the 2nd respâeflt 

ot arisen. Further, it is to be seen that no One is aPPearing for the 

though 
applicant for the earlier adjournment3 and even today 	

it is listed for dismissai 
the applicant might have felt that there i 

no 	
probably 

sase for him end hence he 1not evincing any interest 

3. 
In the result, the OA is 

dismissed. No costs, 

(Dictated in the Open Court). 

(P. T. THIRUVENCADAJ.1) 	 (v - MPrTAThDT b 
Nember(Adrnn.) 	 Vice Chairman 	 / 

Dáted:1 18th June, 1993. oy.1rarJi 

Copy to:- 

The  Employment ggR&gn 
Echang9 Ofticer, Kurnool. 

2. 	
The'ASSiSt3flt ngineer(Civi1), All India Radio, Kurnool, 

One copy to Sri. \I.5.N. Sarala, advocate, High Court 
-Advocates Associations, Hyd. 

4 	
cop'! to Sri. N.u.Ramana, Addl. CGSC, CAT, I-iyd. 

5, One copy, to Sri. O.Panduranga Raddy, Spl. counsel for 
the AP.StatC. 

6. One spare copy. 

Ram!- 

vsn 

1/ 	 1 
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IN THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL 
HYDERABAD JANCHi AT HYDERABAD 

THE HON'I3LE MR. t1 	 g6. •V.C. 

AND 
f' 	tvttl 4,r. 

THE 	'812 

THE HON'BLE MR.T 
	 REDDY:M( j) 

THE HON'BLE MR.C.'JjF. ROY : MEMBER('JlJnt1) 

Dated: 1 4i 	

• • 

0 RaEWJUMENT.; 

R .t/crkr/M Ivr3O. 

O.A.NO. 	/ 

Tji1,.-No; 	• 

r 
	 Admitted and Interim Directions issued 

Allowed 

Disposed of wittf directions 

• 

Disthissed as with drawn 

DithniSSed.fOr default 

M.k.Ordered/ReJected I 

as to costs. • 	 - 
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