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IN THE CENTRAL A DMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL : HYDERABAD BENCHN
. AT MYDERABAD . :

D48, 770/91, Dt. of Decision : 10,6,94,
Mr. D.V, Prasada Raop +o Applicant
Vs

Union of India rep, by
its Divisional Engineer,
Telecommunications,
Kakindda,

Telecommunication Distriet Manager
Rajaf'mundry - 533 150, «+ Respondents,

Counsel for the Applicant : Mr, V. Krishna Raop Fof
Mr. M.5.R,5ubra manyam

Counsel for tPe Respondents : fre N.V, Ramana, Addl, CGSC,

CORAM:

THE HON'BLE SPRI JUSTICE V. NEELADRI RAQ : VICE CHALRMAN
TAE AON*BLE S'RI R, RANGARAJAN : MEMBER (ADMN ., )
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DA.??D/91
Judgemant

( As per Hon. Mr. justice ¥, Neeladri Rao, Vice Chairman )

Heard Sri V. Krisihina Rao, for Sri M.S5.R. subrabmanyam,
learned counsel for the applicant and Sri N.V. Ramana,
lsarned counsel for the respondents,

2, The order dated 29-11-1986 uhereby the increments of
the applicant Eggzhithheld for three years witbout cumu=
lative ePfect as confirmed by order dated 16-1-1981 of the
Appellate authority is assailed in this OA, Charge memo
dated 18-5-1982 was issued to the applicant by é@aging_
that he alonguith three others was responsible for issual
of a pamphlet whereby some allegations were made against
superior officers to the effect that to boost-up the
revenue, ineffective caLls é;;t;reatad as callq/and
ordinary calls were treated as trunk calls, Separate
inquiries vere held against the applicant and tuo others
for the above charge and it is gtated that no inguiry was
initiated against the fourth gerson whose name was also
figured in the charge sheet.

3, After inquiry, punishment was imposed against Sri
shaik Khadervali, But the said punishment was set aside
by the Appellate authority by order dated 5-8-1987.

4, 1t is vehemently contended for the applicent “in this
0A that the facts attributed to the applicants herein and
shri Sk. Khaderveli are the same and when Sri Sk. Khadervali
uas exonerated by the fppellate authority, the Appellate
authority in this case also éégigféave-exanerataLthe

applicant.
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1. Tne Divisional Engineer, Union of India,
Telecommunications, Kakinada.

2. The Telecommunication District Manager,
Rajahmunary=150.

© - 3. One copy to Mr .M: SeR+Subrahmanyam, Advocate, 6e~2=-45/3
A-Co‘."uards, HYd- o
4. One copy to Mr.N.Vv,Ramana, Addl ,0GSC.CAT.Hyd.
5., One ‘copy to Library, CAT.Hyd:

6. One spare cCOpPY. . .
)
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S. It my be noted thit while the date of order of the
Appellate authority in the case of Sri Sk‘ Khadervali is
ann Lasf ) i p W Ca -

5-8-1987, the arder of Appellate authorltx&ls dated 16-1-91,
As the order dated 5-8-1987 of the Appellate authorlty in
the case oF Sri Sk Khaderuall is relevant for con31dera—
tloni in the case af the appllcant also we feel that it is
just—and praper to give an opportunity to the applicant
herein to place th: order of Appellate authority in the
case of Sri Sk. KPadervali before the Appellate authority

in the case of the applicant for consideratian of the

appeal, So, it is just and proper to set aside the order

-

of the Appeliste authority and remit Eu the Appellate authg-
rity for consideration after giving an ogpportunity to the
applicant to Y4 .y order of the Appellate autheority in
case of Sri Sk, Khadervali which is in regard to the
charge memo dated 18-5-1982: issued to Shri Sk, Khadervali,
G, In the result, the impugned order is set aside and
the matter is remitted to the Appellate authgrity for
consideration in accardance with law and after giving

an opportunity to the applicant as referred to in the
above pafa. The Appellate authority has to sen#f For the
orders in appeal vide TA/STA/56-4/87 dated 5-8-1987 on the
File of Chief General Manager, Telecommunications, AP,
Hyderabad, and consider it as document filed for the
applicant herein for consideration of his appeal,

7. The QA is ardered accordingly, No costs.\
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(R. Rangarajan) (V. Neeladri Rao)
Member (Admn.,) Vice Chairman
Dated : June 10, 94
Dictated in Gpen Court
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