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Mr,Y.Narasimha Keddy, MAdvocate for
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Advocate for the respondents are present,
deard both sides., As Ex 1;_; fit matter
for adjudication a@mit the 0A, The

esoonoents may file their Leply oppo sing
| /QA within 8 weeks with a copy to the
Advocate for the applicant, Advocate for
the applicant will be at liberty to file
rejoinder if any within 2 weeks there-
after, List this OA for hearing in the
usual course after the pleedlngs are
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"Hon'ble Shri R.

“3?

IN THE CENTRAL AD%INISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL : HYDERABAD

AT HYDERABAD

OA No. 98/92

Date

of judgement: 4-2-93

Between

M. Sudhakar Babu,
2/1083, Nagarajpet,

Cuddapah

And

: Applicant

1. The Assistant Director,

Subsidiary,

Intelligence

Bureau, Ministry of Home Affairs,
Govt. of Indila, Mylapore,

Madras-4.

2. The Deputy Director,

Subsidiary Intelligence Bureau,

Ministry of

Govt. of India, Mylapore,

Madreas-4.

3. The Deputy Director (E),
' Intelligence |Bureau,

Ministry of

Govt., of India, New Delhi, : Respondents

COUNSEL FOR THE

COUNSEL FOR THE

CORAM

Hon'ble shri V.

Home Affairs,

Home Affairs,

e

PPLICANT shri Y. Narasimha Reddy

-

RESPONDENTS shri N.R. Devaraj

Neeladri Rao, Vice-Chairman

Balasubramanian, Member {(Admn.)

(Judgement of the division bench as delivered by

sShri 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
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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 847/862 The same was
disposed of on 23J8-90 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 challenged 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 sa2id 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
Port RBlair as he made a representation for retention

and he also sent leave applications without any

break and when such representations were not acceeded

i

to he even sought advance T.A and salary to enable
him to report at Port Blair and &he same was not
provided. But th% 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 repréfented that the applicant was in
servi;e for a long period and because of his age
he cannot get into any other service at this stage,
the learned counsel for the respondents was enaguired
as to whether the applicant can now be taken into Vk
service by tgbating 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 apﬂeal 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
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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".

Now the learned counsel for tﬁe applicant
sub@&ts that the ?pplicant is prepared to serve even
in Port Blair oréggy other place to complete the
border tenure or at any placg’;o which he may be
posted. We feel and trus£L}£ view of the relevant
portion referred to in the counter &Fmt 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.

M B O

(V. Neeladri Rao) {R. Balasubramanian) -
Vice-Chairman | Member {Admn.)

Open court dictation

Dated 4th PFebruary, 19913,

NS

The Assistant Director, Subsidiary,
Intelligence Bureau, Ministry of Home aAffairs,
Govt.of India, Mylapore, Madras-4

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

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

One copy to Mr.Y.Narasimha Reddy, Advocate,3-6-740,
Himayatnagar, Hyderabad.

One copy to Mr.N.R.Devraj, Sr.CGSC.CAT . Hyd.
One spare CoOpy. '
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HYURIAELD IRWCH AT HYDERABAD

;\ .
THE HOJ'3LE MR.V.NEBELADRI RAO :V.C.
AND
A/fr
THE HON'BLE MR.R,BALASUBRAMANIAN:M(&)
AND
THE HON-BEE TR, CHANDRA SERAAK KEDDY
:MEMBER(J)
AND
THE HONLBﬁE‘MEf,/
DATED: W - ) -1993
QELER/JUDGMENT 3 f////g'
R.P./C.P/M.A. Na,
in
..IA.MI q%qL
' . . N ,
T.A.NoL. o (W.P.No, )
: »

" Admitted and Interim. directions

issued.

- Allowyed
Disp sed of‘with direetions
Lismipsed as withdrawn
ﬁusmissed
Dismisfed for default
Rejec#ﬁd/Orddred

No order as to costs
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