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IN THE CEN2IthL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL ; HYDERABAD BENCH 

AT HYDERABAD 

O.A,No,350/92. 	 Date of Orders 23.3.1994 

BETWEEN: 

V,Bhas]cara Rao 

Union of India, rep, by 
the Secretary, Ministry of 
Communications, 
New Delhi 1 

Telecom District Manager, 
West Godavari, 
Eluru - 534 050, 

3, Divisional Engineer, 
Th lecomrnunic ations, 
Eluru - 534 050, 

Applicant, 

.. Respondents. 

counsel for the Applicant 

Counsel for the Respondents 

,. Mr,T,V,V,S, xrthy t'Y 
ih1' 	-7cW- (jl, 

Mr. N,R.Devraj 

CORAM: 

HON 'i3IE SHRI T.CHANDRASEKHARA REDDY : MEMBER (JuDL,) 

HON 'BLE SHRI N.RAJENDRA PRASAD : MEZBER (AEwiN,) 
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Order of the Division Bench delivered by 

Horj'ble Sitrj T.Chandrasekhara Reddy, Member (Judl.). 

This is al application filed under Section 19 

of the ?dministrative Tribunais Act to set aside the 

dismissal of the applicant passed by the disciplinary 

authority on 16.8.90 andfas confirmed by the appellate 

authority on 30.11.90 and to ditect the respond&itsto 
reinstate the appncaii 

benefits. 

2. 	The applicant herein appiied for the post of 

Telephone Operator as per the news paper advertisement 

for the 1st half year 1981 recruitment. The applicant 

was subsequently selected to the said post. The applicart 

was also appointed on regular basis w.e.f. 17.4.82 as 

Té lephone Operator. While so strOng tspiSc lo 	qiez j  - - - 	-------- - - 	----C 

cJiind_ofie 
Lthat the a1icant had gained entry into service by givin 

wrong information with regard to the date of birth by 

producing false certificates with inflated mar)çs an his 

S.S.C. examination. So, tSe-  Rule 14 of the CCS (CCA) 

Rules charge sheet was issued against the applicant. 

A regular enquiry was conducted. The enquiry officeç 
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submitted his report. The disciplinary authority dismis 

the appeal of the applicant by an order dated 10.6.87. 

The dismissal order was communicated to the applicant 

along with the enquiry report. The applicant preferred 

an appeal as against the dismissal order dated 10.6.87 

before the competent authority. The said appeal was d 

Lrhe applicant challenged the dismissal order dt. 10.6. 

as confirmed by the appellate authority as per orders 

dated 3.9.87 by filing OA.617/87. This Tribunal set 

aside the dismissal order in OA.587/87 on 26.12.87 on 
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the ground that a copy of the enquiry report had not 

been furnished to the applicant before the disciplinary 

authority passed orders of dismissal and permitted the 

respondents tQ,conttnue the enquiry from the stage of 
Of the j-J 

the supplyL/ hquiryrenort. As the enquiry reporthadr 

already been servedo the applicant along with the 

dismissal order dated 10.6.87 the applicant was informed 

about the same and the applicant was asked to 	his 

submissions with regard to the fipingsfIsaainst-the 

enquiry report. The applicant madeYhi5represeptatjojtwjth 

regard to the findings against him in the enquiry report. 

As the enquiry was continued the applicant was also kept 

under deemed suspension as per the orders dated 3.4.92 

passed by the competent authority. The applicant was 

dismissed by diiciplinary authority as per the orders 

dated 16.8.90. Te_pplicant preferred an appeal dated 
The same 	_- 

23.9.1990>tws dismissed as per the orders dated 
1• 	7 

30.11.90. The applicantQhad 	this Tribunal 

second time for setting aside the dismissal order as- 
-* 	 - 	 - -r-- 

iSed: t by the disciplinary authori tycofi.rmed_by'-the 
Appellate 	ority.-------------- - 

CountezE is filed by the respondents opposing 

this O.A. 

We have heard Mr.,T.V.V.S.Murthy, learned 

counsel for the applicant and Mr.N.R.Devraj Standing 

Counsel for the respondents. 

0.A.352/92 in all respects is s4pilar to the 

present 0.A.(350/91). We have dismissed OA,352/92 as 

per the orders dated 22.3.1994 for reasons mentioned 

therein. For the 	same reasons given inOA,352J92 
jiletojd 

in our judgement dated 22.3.94 this OA is als67dismissed 
C) 
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and accordingly dismissed. The parties Shall bear 

their own costs. 

- (H.J 
l'tnm.AS? ) 
	 (T 

Member) 	 Mener (Judl.) 
9di  

L!.

Dated: 23rd March, 1994 

(Dictated in Open Court) 
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Copy to:- 

1 	
SecretarY, Ninistry of Communications, Union of India, 

Now D91h11. 

2. Telecom District Manager, West Godavari, Eluru—OSO. 

3, DIvisional Engineer, TelecommunicationS, Eluru—OSO. 

4.-  One copy toSri.4T..'tJ. VS.MurthY, advocate, CAT, t-tyd& 

5. One copy to Sri. N.R.Davaraj, Sr. CGSC, CAT, -lyd. 

50F One copy to Library, 'CAT, Hyd. 

7. One spare copy. 
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TYPED BY 	 COWAREE BY 

CHECKED ETC 	 APPROVED BY 

IN THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBJNAL 
HYDEPA3.W BENCH AT 1-iYDERADAD 

THE HON.' ELJE MR.TJSTICE V.NEELADRI HAD 
VICE CHAIB}3i 

THE HON' I3LE MR.43.GORT1II a MEMBER(AD) 

THE lION' BLE MR.TcCHANDBASEIC1R REDDY 
MEMBER( JTJDL) 

AND 
p'flrdt PS. 

THE HON'ELE MR.R.. NGAWJ,AN-_ M(ADNN) 

ted 	i994 

QRDE.wJUmMNT 

hdrnittd arid Interim DirectiOfl 
Is ue d . 

A11wedi 

sosed of with 	 - 
Csàtrai 	inistratiV TrihnM smiss 

 DES'' 

DisiisSà as witl hewn. 3..2 199b 

sisse\ for tef  

Reje\cted4bOrdCLed. 

'I 

order 




