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Decision : 20-03-98.

. HPEJJ.J.l..Guu.c

K.Santhosh Kumar 5

Vs i
I
1. The Sr. Superlntendent of
Post Offices, leamabad D1v151on.

!

!
2. The Director of Postal Services,
Hyderabad Reglon, Hyderabad
3. Sri M.Narayanaj Reaay

. Respondents/ -
.. Respondents.

Counsel for.the %pplicédt Mr.M.Tirumala kxao
Counsel for the %espondgnts

T

for R-1 & R-2, 1
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Mr . V Bhimanna, Addl. CGSC|

Applicant in the OA.

f ' Mr.S.Ramakrishna Rao_foriR—B.
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THE HON'BLE‘SHRI;R.RANGARAJAN : MEMBER (ADMN.) 1

THE HON'BLE SHRIEB.S.JAI PARAMESHWAR : MEMBER (JUDL.)
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ORAL ORDER (PER ?ON‘BLEESHRI B.S.JAI PARAMESHWAR : MEMBER (JUDL.)
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Heard Mr,M,Tirumala Rac, learned counsel for the applicant
] - cant

. i : | h
in the RA., Nene:! for the e¢fficial respendents. Mr,S.Ramakricshna y

r

Rae, learned caunsel f@r the respendent Ne, 3.
7 wshe v

2. One MrLK Santhosh Kumar ,was not a party to the 0OA ha=

filegd tﬁis appliFationito review the erdér dated 8-10-95 pagsed
in the OCA,

3. By thg said Qrder,the impugped'order dated 20-10-§3
passed by R-2 r%movingthe applicént from service as EDEPM and
the order dated !30-1-1993 of Sr. Superintendent of Pest Offices,

i.e., R-1 were det aside and it was directed to the respondents

in the CaA to refnstate-the applic¢ant as EDBPM, Chinncr by 31—12-95.

4, As a result mf this order, the services of the applicant
s loais 08 ~

in the RA whe w?s warkino a6'previ¢iona%LEDBPM Chinnoer was

terminated. Hence he has flled this applicetion feor reviewing

the order passed in the Oa,

8, ‘ Sinceithe Behch felt that the erders passed by the

recpenoent%fautherities remeving the angjifart in the OA was

irregular and the same.was set aside endAconeequenE¢sd thereonr

the services ofzthe applicant whe was working. as EDBPM,-Chlnnoor

was terminated,

6., 7;. The applicant in the RA,cannot ask fer review of the

order paesed in the OAJ The erder in the gA in no way coencerns

with the applicpnt. Hence the RA is,fejected. Ne order as'to cost

%@% ~ % {(R. RANGARAJAN) -
MEMBER(&UDL D - MEMBER ( ADMN. }
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Dated |: The 20th March 1998,
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