IN THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL HYDERAB&D BENCH
~ AT HYDERABAD
" i
0A.1125/93 date of decision : 10-9-93
Between
P. Kodandaramaiah : Applicant
and

1. The Chief General Manager
Telecom,AP Circle
Hyderabad 500 001

] P commnn
Teirtbonf~Re—clilizgm~rnfnne)

Hyderabad-—

Z. The Director (Telegraffie)
AP Circle
Hyderabdd-l

4, The Chief Supdt.
Central Telegraph 0Office

Hyderabade1 ' : Respondents
Counsel for the applicant : V. Venkateswara Rao,
Advocate

Counsel for the respondents : N.R, Devaraj, SC for
Central Government

CORAM
HON., MR, JUSTICE V. NEELADRI RAQ, VICE CHAIRMAN

HON, MR, P.T. THIRUVENGADAM, MEMBER (ADMINISTRATION)

Judgement

( As per Hom, Mr. P.T, Thiruvengadam, Member (Admn. )

Heard Sri V, Venkateswara Rao, learned counsel for the

applicant and Sri NJ§

6$//’"resp0ndents.

Devaraj, learnsd counsel for the
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To ‘ | ¢
1. The Chief General Manager, Telecom, A.P.Circle,
' Hyderabad-#.

2. The General Manager(Ops) Telecom, A.P.Circle, Hyderabad-1.
3. The Director (Telegraffic) A.P.Circle, Hyderabad~1.

4. The Chief Supdt., Central Telegraph Offjice,
Hyderabad-g.

5. One copy to Mr.v,venkateswaraRao, Advocate, CAT.Hyd,
6. Ore copy to Mr.N.R.Devraj, Sr.CGSC.CAT.Hyd.

Be One'copy to Library, cAT.Hyd.

8. One spare COPY e
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2. The applicant was initially appointed as Clerk in
Central Telegraph Office, Secunderabaq, He assu@ﬁh charge

of the Post of Sdﬂ?ﬁﬁ}Supervisor on regular basis at CT0

w.e,f,23-4-1984, By proceedings dated 15-5-1992, the

applicant is one of the emplayeeéjuho was declared“surplus
as Section Supervisor, in the said office at Secuna_erabad
and ;;"uil1ing?E0 work in the éaheecapacity eléeuhére in
the circlehg;;;sked.. He,uas aduisegxqgiheruise he-had to
perform operative duties against basic cadre in the same
office as TOA{§G). The applibant made out a regresenéation
dated 15=-6-1992 in regard to the above proceedings.,

3. In spite of his repressntation, by further memorandum
dated 18-6-1993, the applicant was once again shown as
surplus. Again the applicant submitted a representatdgh
dated 15-7-1993 against this groceeding, In the meantime,
in the duty char§e- for the voeisis Tiased 11-9-1993, the
applicant has been shown the designation of TOA(TG) and

had beenassigned the duties accordingly. The applicant has
applied for leave and has ﬁﬁgﬁb this DA praying Por setting
aside the proceedings dated 15-5-92 and 13-6-93,

4, In the ci@cumstances referred to, we deem it fit and
proper to pass &he following order :

The applicant had to be confinued in the $3 Cadre
till his representatiocns dated 15-6-1992 and 15~7-1993 are
disposed of by the concerned autharity,

5. ﬁe make it clear that if the applicant is aggrieved by
the order that may be-passadﬁpn his representations, he is

free to move this Tribunal if he so desires.

6. DA is disposed of at the admission stage. No costs,

. \\
P,’)}\\é M.-’“‘/\"““\’\L“-——_:.

(P.T. Thiruvengadam) (V. Neeladri Raa)
Member (Admn, ) Vice Chairman

Dated : Sept, 10, 93
Dictated in the Open Court
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