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IN THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL : HYDERMAD BENCH 

AT FTWERA3AD 

O.A.No.1529/93 	 Date of Order: 31.12.93 

BETWEEN: 

P.M.Eswara Appa Rae 	 • Applicant. 

A N D 

1• 	The Assi. Engineer(Groups), 
0/c D.E. Telecom., 
Anakapalli - 531 001. - 

2. The Sub_Divisional Officer, 
Telecom, Anakapalli - 531 001. 

ju 

4. The Divisional Engineer, Telecom, 
(Mtce), 	Anakapalli-531 001, 	 ,. Respondets. 

Counsel for the Applicant 	 .. Mr.C.Su1yanarayana 

Counsel for the Respondents 	 ,, Mr,N.R.thevraj 

CORAM: I 

HON'BLE SHRIA.d.GORTHI 	MEMBER(AThMM 

h0N'BLE SHRI T.CHRJE}ARA RmDY 	: i€JER(ii.) 
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Order of the Division Bench delivered by 

Hon'ble Shri A,B..Gorthi, Member(?dmnj, 

The applicanticlaims that he was initially 

engaged as Casual I'lazdoor on 1,1.84 under the S.D.O. 

Telecom, Narsipatnam. He continued to .qork till December 

1985 and thus he was employed for a tot*l nurrer of 

626 days as per details shown in Annexde Al to the 

application. Thereafter he was laid off for a long time. 

The alicant ]ç k4 	 - 

concerned but he was not recalled to work. It was only 

at the end of July 1993 when he epproached the authorities 

concerned he was reengaged w,e,f, 1,8.93 under Assistant 

Engineer (Groups) (Respondent.No.1) While he was thus 

working he was served With the imunn-3 
stating that his services would be terminated 

w,e,f, 31.12,93. The reasons shown in the notice are 
'.aOL1GiL nazaoor)that 4e,• was 

no work and that he had submitted false 4ervice certificate. 

Aggrieved by the Sme he haq f1aA 4..L. 

praying for a direction to set aside the .;impugned notice 

dated 4.12.93 and to let him continue as a Casual Mazdoor 

2. 	We have heard learned counsel for both the 

tIiafl 
1e4SOfl which 

prompted the respondenis to issue the impgned notice 

for termination of g.rn4na 4 '-L-- - 

submitted by the applicant with regard to 

worked earlier between 1.1.84 and 31.12.25 jq 
caaneu counsel for the applicant states that 

the applicant was engaged on muster roll oUting  the 
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period and the respondents could as well verify this 

aspect to find out the genuineness of the applicant's 

ciaimHe also contended that by means of, the impugned 

order dated 4.22.93 the applicant was given one month 

notice but the i8e.ays that hi1 services would be 

terminated from 31.22.93, ice, even before completion 

of one month period. The applicant's counsel has also 

drawn our attention to the fact that W the work certi-

ficate given for the period from 1.1.84 ]to 31.12.85 by 

the A.E. (Grous). He therefore contends that the 

applicant was reengaged under the orders of the AE 

Groups and therefore the S.D.O. who issued the impugned 

notice is not the competent authority td issue the said 

Mr.N.R.Devraj, Standing CounsEL for the 
respondents states Ut as the authoriti4s concerned 

came to the conclusion that the work cettificate rendered 
by the applicant was not cOrrect they were justified in 

issuing the impugned termiAation notice 

The main questin for determination in this 

nasa is whether the work certificate aroduced by the 
applicant with regard to his having wozked under the 

S.D.U. Narsieatnam during ihe period 1.1.84 to 31,12.85 
is genuine or false. If it is & false document the 

applicant cannot have any right to claim his continued 
--- 

This is a matter however for proper exahiination by the 

4fU / 
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Mr.N.i(.Devraj, &tanding Counsel for the 

respondents has brought to our notice tht the applicant 

rushed to the Tribunal without first approaching the 

competent administrative authorit for redressal of his 

grievance 

In view of the afore-stated it will be 
11 

appropriate if the applicant submitta a representation 

to the Divisional Engineer, Telecom (Maintenance) 

Anakapalli requesting the J.at1 r to give him an oppor-

tunity to establish his claim that he had woiked under 

S.D.0., Narsipatnam during 1984-85. On ±eceipt of the 
Leps.eaenTtt1on Kesponcalit NO.4 ShaLl in4i±e into the 

matter within a period of 2 months with a view to 
€bceLcaxn:wnetner tfle work certificate rendered by the 

applicant 'at the time of his reengagement was fake or 
cnu±ue. n ct-ic certiricate is tounci to be genuine, 

it is needless for us to state that hewill bengaged)  

provide1 there is work•  

The alication is disposed of in the above 

terms at the stage of admission itself. There shall ibe 

no order as to costs 0  

fy) (T.hANDbASExHAKA kED 	 (A.3.G0RTFI) 

.1 	
Dated: 31st. December, 1993 

i'fl 4  

To 	sd 	 - 

The ASst.Engineer(GrOUPS), 0/0 D.E.Telecom, Anakapaili-l. 
The Sub-Divisional Otficçr, Telecom, Anakapalli-1. 
The 
One copy to Mr.C.SUryanarayafla, Advocate, CAT,Hyd. 

6.. One copy to Mr.N.R.EeVrai, ar.CJSC.C*T.Hyd. 
7. One copy to Library, C1T.1-1yd. 
S. One spare copy. 	 I 
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THE HON'BL11. NR..&.B.GORTHI 

THE r4Oj'pr. r AR nn"n MEJ4BER(J) 

THE HTON'BLL NRA. RANGjj 1 MEMBER (A) 

Dated-ft_c19g3 

/JU7MENT; 

O.A.No. 

T•Z l\Te, 	 - 

Admitted and Interim directions 
issue 

Allow d. 	 - 

Disposed of with directions. 

Di:r... ised. 

Dismijssed as w±thdrawn. 

Dismijssed for default 0  

No order as- to costs. 
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