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Central Adhinistrative Tribunal 
HYIBAD BENCH 

O.A. No./ T.A. No. .................................. ................................................................. 19 

....................................... . ......... . .............. ..................... . 	................. ............ .......... Applicant(s) 
Versus 

...............................................................................Respondent (s) 

Date 	I 	Office Note 	 Orders 

4-2-93 	1 	 j 	Judgement pronounced. The 

014 is dismissed. Orders vide sepa 

sheet.  

19 
HVNRJ 	 HRBS 
VC 	 M(A) 

I 	 (P.l.O.) 

I 



/ 
Ceitral Administrative Tribunal 

flXL)tJ(AIJAD BENCH 

-.-- ............... 

Applicant(s) Versus 

(s) 

Office Note 	 Orders Date 

ir.Y.Narasimha Reddy, dcate for 10.2.92 	F 

the applicant and Mr.M.Jaganntohan Reddy, 

Mioc ate for the respq.ndents are present. 

	

Heard both sides. As 	js a fit matter 

for adjufiication admit the CA. The 

respondents may file their reply oposing 
the 
'CA within B weeks with a Copy to the 
Mvocate for the applicant Advocate for 

the applicant will be at lIberty to file 
rejoinder if any within 2 weeks there-

after Ust this CA for hearing in the 
usual course after the pleadings are 
completet.. 
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IN THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRA 

ft 

L •fl•NOe 98/92 

TRIBUNAL HY[;ERMaRD. BENCH 

YDERRBAD 	- 

— 	 M.SuTaJcarBabu 

n. 	 2— jt 01 Uecisjon 4-2-93 

Petit loner 

Advocate fOr 
the PsCjtjonsr 
(5) 

sus 

ThE H[N.BLE MR. r5iejiaji Rao, Vice—chaj8 n. 

THE HBN'BLE MP. R. Ba1asramanjan, Member (Admn.) 

1 '2'hcthcr Reportcrs of ]ocai JapOE5 may 
i.je. a]lowsd to see the jud.:mJnti 

z. 

 

To be referred to the kepor cCrs or nut: 

LJhsth€r their Lcrrishipa wish to see 
the fair copy o the .Judgmnt? 

Uhcther it ilrzeds to be clrculaved to 
other Benches of . ths Irjbunall? 

5.. 	
I 	Uicsbairman on llolu'mns' . 	 . 	 J_ 	I 	It-I 1,2,4 to e Suomitted cc Hcn oe 

ics—C 	 h- hajrma? wre he is not :ri 
the Bench.) 

H 

HVNRJ 	 . 	HRBS VC 	 11(A) 

Asst. Director, 
lCMad

ilary, 	 . Respondent. 

- 	 Advocate for 
the Reapondent 
(3) 



IN THE CENTRAL ADINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL HYDERABAD 

AT HYDERABAD 

2 

Date 
	 t: 4-2-93 

Between 	 F 

H. Sudhakar Babu, 
2/1083 \  Nagarajpe 	 Applicant 
Cuodapah 

And 

The Assistant Director, 
Subsidiary, Ibtelligence 
Bgreau, Ministry of Home Affairs, 
Govt. of India,. Mylapore, 
Madras-4. 

The Deputy DiFrector, 
Subsidiary Irtelligence Bureau, 
Ministry of Home Affairs, 
Govt. of India, Mylapore, 
Madreas-4. 

The Deputy Dilrector (E), 
IntelligenceBureau, 
Ministry of 9ome Affairs, 
Govt. of India, New Delhi. 	Respondents 

COUNSEL FOR THE PPLICANT 	Shri Y. Narasimha Reddy 

COUNSEL FOR THE RESPONDENTS 	Shri N.R. Devaraj 

CORAM 

Hon'ble Shri V. teeladri Rao, Vice-Chairman 

Hon'ble Shri R. a1asubramanian, Member (Admn.) 

(Judgement of the division bench as delivered by 

Shri V. Neeladri Rao, Vice-Chairman) 

This is an unfortunate case where the appli-

cant moved this Tribunal number of times in view 

of his removal from service by an order dated 

11-1-85. The applicant filed WP No. 566/85 challenging 

-I- .•. . .2 
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the order dated 11-1-85 whereby he was removed 

from service. The said case was transferred to this 

Tribunal and registered as TA 847/86. The same was 

disposed of on 23-8-90 whereby the order of removal 

was set aside and a fresh enquiry was ordered. 

Again the order of removal was passed on 29-8-91 

after a fresh enquiry. The same was c1h?llenged in 

the OA No. 1013/91. That OA was disposed of on 

31-10-91.by holding that the impugned order of removal 

was not a speaking order. Then again, order dated 

18-12-91 was passed removing the applicant from ser-

vice. The said order was challenged on various 

grounds and one of them is that he could not comply 

with the order dated 12-9.83 transferring him to 

	I 

Port Blair as he made a representation for retention 

and he also sent leave applications without any 

break and when such representations were not acbeeded 

to he even sought advance T.A and salary to enable 

him to report at Port Blair and Lt4,e same was not 

provided. But the applicant had not referred to any 

documents in support of his contention that when he 

requested for TA advance, the same was refused. 

When it was repreented that the applicant was in 

service for a lonq period and because of his age 

he cannot get into any other service at this stage, 

the learned counsel for the respondents was enquired 

as to whether the applicant can now be taken into 

service by 4atihg the period in which he is not 

in duty as leave without pay. Then the learned counsel 

for the applicant had drawn our attention to Para 6(b) 

in the counter dated 29-4-92 and the relevant portion 

reads as under: 

"In his appal dated 9-11-91 to the Appellate 

authority he did not express his inclination to complete 

the border tenure even at this point of time. Had 



he shown any inclination to accept the posting and 

complete the border tenure, lenient view would have 

been taken. On the other hand, the applicant continued 

to insist Upon his being posted in Andhra Pradesh". 

S 

Now the learned counsel for the applicant 

su 1its that the applicant is prepdred to serve even 
in 

in Port Blair or/any other place to complete the 

border tenure or at any place to which he may be 

posted. We feel and trust&in view of the relevant 

portion referred to in the counter 	the authorities 

may still consider the said inclination of the appli-

cant if he approaches them on humanitarian grounds. 

With the above observation, the OA is 

dismissed with no order as to costs. 

(v. Neeladri Rao) 
	

(R. Balasubramanian)--- 

vice-Chairman 
	 Member (Admn.) 

Open court dictation 

Dated 4th February, 1993. 
NS 

To 
1, The Assistant Director, Subsidiary, 

Intelligence Bureau, Ministry of Home Affairs, 
Govt.of India, Mylapore, Madras-4 

The Deputy Director, subsidiary Intelligence Bureau, 
Ministry of Home Affairs, covt.of India, .Mylapore.Madras-4 

The Deputy Director (E) Intelligence Bureau, 
Ministry of Home Affairs, Govt.of India, New teihi. 

One copy to Mr.Y.Narasimha ready, AdvOcate,3-6-740, 
Himayatnagar, Hyderabad. 

One copy to Mr.N.R.teVrai, Sr.CGSC.CAT.Hyd. 

One spare copy. 

pVm 



TPhD BY 	9MPAREL ±3Y 

CHiCKFL 13Y 	p.PPRCVED BY 

I 	IJ c:;rjL I.Lè1INIETFcxT lyE ThIB{JNAL 

iXLELEAL LJOi;: AT HYDERABAD 

N 

THE NON' 3LE MR.V.NEELADRI RAO :V,C. 

AND 

THE NON' BLE MR.R.BALAUERAMANIAN:M(A) 

AND 

THE IQNLBfl1CCX1BASEY 	EDDY 
- 	:MEMBER(J) 

AND 

TH8 NON'- 

DATED: k - -1993 

QR/JUsMENT: 

R.P./C.P/M.A. Na, 

3-n 

or 

T.A.?.. 	 (W.P.No. 

Acifted and Interim directions 

issu d. 

Alloed 

Disp sed of with direstions 

Dism4sed as withdrawn 

Dismissed 

Dismis/ed for default 

RejeclecvOrddred 	-. - 

pv ru 
	 S

No order as to costs 
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