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Central Administrative Tribunal
HYDERABAD BENCH : AT HYDERABAD

]

O.A. No. 303/91. Date of Decision: t—1-=-
=T=A-Nor~

Ch.v.Gopala Rao Petitioner.

Shri T.Jayant _ Advocate for the

) petitioner (s)
Versus
Union of India, Rep. by the Secretary, Respondent.
nls ry 3 "y N E)
& 3 others
ashri N.Bhaskar Rao, Addl, CGSC Advocate for the
Respondent (s)

CORAM :

THE HON’BLE MR. R.Balasubramanian : Member (A)

THE HON’BLE MR. C.J.Roy : Member (J)

1. Whether Reporters of local papers may be allowed to see the Judgement ?
2. To be referred to the Reporter or not ?

3. Whether their Lordships wish to see the fair copy of the Judgment ?

N

4. Whether Ait needs to be circulated to other Benches of the Tribunal ?

5. Remarks of Vice Chairman on columns 1, 2, 4 N
(To be submitted to Hon’ble Vice Chairman where he is not on the Bench)
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IN THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL : HYDERABAD BENCH
AT HYDERABAD.

0.A.N0.303/91. Date of Judgment \—\—\Rq 9
ch.V.Gopala Rao .+ Applicant
Vs.

1. Union of India,
Rep. by the Secretary,
Ministry of Communications,
New Delhil.

2. Adviser (Human Resources
Development),

Telecom. Commission,
New Delhi-110001.

3., Director, Telecom,
Guntur Area,
Guntur=522007.

4, Divl. Engineer Telecom.,
Bluru-534050 wW.G.Dt. .. Respondents

counsel for the Applicant : Shri T.Jayant

Counsel for the Respondents : Shri N.Bhaskar Rao, Addl, CGsC
CORAM:

Hon'ble shri R.Balasubramanian : Member (A)

Hon'ble Shri C.J.Roy : Member(J)

X Judgment as per Hon'ble Shri R.Balasubramanian,Member () X

This application has been filed by Shri Ch.V.Gopala Rao
under section 19 of the Administrative Triﬁunals Act, 1985
‘against the Union of India, Rep. by the Secretary, Ministry o
Communications, New Delhi-l & 3 others wifh a praver to quash
the order of dismissal inflicted on the aéplicant.

2. When the case came up for hearing on 30.12.91 it was
pointed: out that a copy ¢of the enquiry report was not furnis
to the applicant before passing the final punishment order.
This straightway violates the law laid down by the
Hon'bleVSupreme Court in the case of Union of India & others

Vs. Mohd. Ramzan Khan )Y JPT 1990(4) sSC 456 .

.....2



Copy to:-

1, Secretary, Ministry of Communicatioens, Union of
India, New Delhi-l, -

2. Adviser (Human Resources Development),
Telecom. Commission, New Delhi-110001.

3., Director, Telecem, Guntur Area, Guntur-522007.

4, Divisional Engineer Telecom., Eluru-534050 WGDt.

5. One copy te Shri. T.Jayant Advocate, H.No.17-35B,
Srinagar colony, Gaddiannaram, P&T colony, P.O.,
Dilsukhnagar, Hyderabad-500660."

6, One copy to Shri., N.Bhaskar Rao, Addl.CGSC, CAT,Hyd.

7. One spare copy.

Rsm/-
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3. Shri N.Bhaskar Rao, learned counsel for the respondents
however, stated that these punishments were inflicted before
the Hon'ble §upreme Court pronounced its judgment in the
case of Union of India & others Vs. Mohd. Ramzan Khan

and, therefore, that law 'should not be applied to this
case. ' '

4; This Bench had fepeatédly held that the law laid down
by éhe Hon'ble Supreme Court in £his'case is applicable to
all cases which had not been settlied otherwise prior to the
date of judgmeht by the Hon'ble Supreme Court. We have

to dley the law laid down ty the Hon'ble Supreme Court

and cccorﬁlncly guash the order of lemlssal inflictead

on the applicant. This, however, will not preclude the
respondénts from supplying & copy of the enguiry report

to the applicant anc giﬁe him an opportunity to make uis
representation and proceeding to complete the disciplinarvy
proceedings from that stage. The applicaﬁﬂqﬁs allowed

to thefextent indicated above but in the circumstances

we make no order as to costs. If the respondents choose

to continue the disciplinary proceedings anc compliete the
same, the manner as to how the period spent in tne proceed-
ings should be treated would depend upon the ultimate
result., Nothing said hcxein-would affect ithe decision

of the Disciplinary Authocity. At the same time, we hasten
to add, that this order of the Tribunal is not a direction
to necessarily continue the disciplinary proceeding. That
is entirely left to the discretlon ol the Disciplinary
authority.

5. The applicatiou is thus Jdisposed of with no order

#as to Ccosts.

MMW»—.-

( R.Palasuliremanian )
Member(A) . Meftber (J) . .

\S’\r’

Dated

:Y5W“V‘jfjil__x




pvm

‘ M
| 3 - .
_ A o .
“ « L] s -

IN THR CEVfRAL ADWINI&PRAI

IVE TRIBUNAL = |
HYBERAuAL'BENCH AT HYDBRABAD

» x ‘i
THE HOT' bLE R . sV.C
’ -
o
THE HON'BLE MR, s M)
. ' ﬁr '
THE HON'BLE-MRNR.RALASHBRAMANTAN:M{A) N
4 AND » - - ’ I
THE HON'BLE MR. (- J;é‘:ﬂy A M(J)
e b 4
DATEL: /= /~_1999 .
-
OREERY .JUDGMENT 5 \_—
-
M, A -
. ) -
im— *
0.A.No, 3o 3/ U
P (prior——-o )

o
Issued,

Allowd.

LBfsposed of with direc

‘Dismissed.

Dismissed as withdrawn,

Dismissed for Default., *
Koy

M.&.0rdered/Re jected K

L6 order as to costs.
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