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IN THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL, HYDERABAD BENCH
AT HYDERABAD.

O.A.NO » 1405/95 [

- G ms wm W s em W

Date of decision: 12th June, 1998,

--------- - s em e e s o -

Between:
M.Ramachandra Rao. .o, applicant
and
1.The Telecom District Engineer,Ongole.

2,The General Manager, Telecom Hyderabad Area.
Secunderabad. ) '

3. The Chief General Manager, Telecommunications,
Hyderabad.

4. The Telecom District Manager, Kurnool.
Respondents,
counse.s o LT Qi s e v ——— — e _ _

Counsel for the responéents: Sri K.Ramulu,

IRt

At : JUDGMENT

Hon'ble sri R, Rangarajan,bYMember (. a)

Heard Sri K.Venkateswara Rao for the applicant

ana Ms{ Rukmini for Sri Ramuly for the respondents.
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- reply of thé 2nd respondent dited 21.1.1994 is not enclosed, - f

The apﬁlicant in this O;A., While working as
accounts Officer was communicated the adverse_entrigs
madé in the Confidential reports for the year 1991-92
'(1-;,q992 to 4-7-1992) through Lr.No.TDM/KNL/93/00/4
datéd 5.5.1993 by TDM.. Kurﬁool (Annexure & A II Page i1
¢o the 0.A.). Against those remarks_the applicant ' -
submitted a detailed representation dated 2.7.,1993
(Annexure AIII pages 13 to 38 to tbe 0.A.) wﬁich.was
disposed of by the General Manager Telecom, Hydefabad
Area who is the Accepting Authority by_Memo No.TAH/ST/26=-6/MRR

dated 21.1.1994.

A TRy ey o

aggrieved by the reply giﬁen'the applicant has
fileq this 0.A., for setting aside the 2ﬂ@xgnﬁﬁlletter
No. TDM/KNL/93/00/4 dated 5.5.1993 issued by TDM Kurnool and Lette
No.TAH/§T/26-6-/MRR dated 21.1.1994 issued by the
Respondent No.2 by holding them as illegal arbitrary,
giscriminatory and violative of Articles.14 and 16 of the

Constitution. ' '

-

The contentions raised in this 0.A., aré similar

+o the e6ntentions raised in 0,A.1255/95.  Though the

I have called. for the reply from the Telecom Authorities
present in the court. I have gone through the reply.

The reply is more or less on the same lines as was given

to the applicant when he requested for expunging the
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" adverse entries for the year 1991-92 for which he he has
filed C.A.1255/95, The observations made by me in the
judgment in 0.A.1255/95 equally holds good in this O.A. also
Hence, I am of the opinion that the cse should be remitted
back to Respondent No.z'for reconsideration of the case

once again de novo .

TIn that view of the matter, the following

directions are given:

1) The impugned letter No, TAH/ST/26-6/MRR dated

21.1,1994 issued by the 2nd respondent herein

is hereby set aside;

11) The cyse 1ls remitted back to Respondent No.2.

for reconsideration once again de novo and

for issuing a reasoned order after considering
all the points and contentions raised by the
applicant and also keeping in view the ob-

servations made in this judgment.

Time_for compliance is three months from the

date of receipt of a copy of this Order.

The O.A., is ordered accordingly. No costs.

R .RANGARAJAN,
Member (A)

Date; 12-6.1998, ’zi" ‘A"" .
mmemmme- ﬁb'—éﬁ”’“
Dictated in open Court. '

85885.
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Tha Tmlacom D;strlct Enginaer, Ungc%aﬁ S i

The Ganeral Manager, Talacom Hyderabad Area. Sacundarahad. m

The Chief General Wanager, Tclecammﬂniratians, Hydsrabad.

The Talacom Dlstrlct Manager, Kurnonl;_ SR
' [ : i
Una copy to Nr4 K;Uenkateswara Rao, Aduacaue,‘,ATa, Hydf

Dne copy to. Nr."K,Ramulu, Addl CGaﬂ., CRT., Hyd.

Ona cnpy to .R.(A). CAT., Hyd, {

I
One dupllca 9 copy, S ‘-:A_.!
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- BRIERY JUDGMENT

II COURT¢
TYPED BY . CHECKED 8Y
COMPARED BY ‘APPROVED B8Y

|
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IN THE CENTRAL-ADMINISTRATIVE TRISUNAL
HYDERA BAD' 8ENCH HYDERABAD

THE HON'BLE SHRI R.RANGARAJAN : M{A)

-n

THE HON'BLE SHRI BMNS. JAI PARAMESHUAR
. ‘ M (3)

DATED : /
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J.A.NO.

ADMITTED ‘A MD INTERIM O IRECTIONS
I1SSUED

ALLOWJED

DISPOSED OF WITH DIRECTICNS
DISMISSED '
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