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IN THE CEN’I‘RAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL' HYDERABAD BENCH
AT HYDERABAD,

0.A,NO, 2085/95 " DATE OF SIDGMEMNT 2 9-5-95
BETWEEN
‘Ch.Srinivas

...'Applicant
And .

1, The DlUlSlOﬂﬂl tngineer, Telscom,
Co-axial Cable Projact, Ragahmundry-533 105°

2. The General Manager, Telecom
X-Mission Projects, Babu Khan Estates,

3. The General Manager, Telecom District,
Vigakhapatnam,

" 4, The Chief General Manager, Telecommuni=- -

Se ThB Dlrector Gensraln TelBCDm
(reptge Union of I dxa PR
New: Delhi - 110 ug?

LA «
i 26 . .
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COUNSEL FOR THE APPLICANT: SHR I C.Suryanarayana

COUNSEL FOR THE RESPONI‘ENTS SHRI N.V. Ramana,
5. /AGFY, GGSC

CORAM:"

HON'BLE SHRI JUSTICE V,NEELADRI RAQ, VICE CHAIRMAN
HCN BLE SHRI R.RANGARAJAN, MFMBER (ADMN,)

CONTD.... 2
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To

1.

2

3.

[#3]

The Divisional Engineer, Telecom, ‘
Co-axial Cable Project, Rajahmundry=533 105,

The Gensral Manager, Telecém, X-Misaien Projects,
Babukhan Estates, Hyderabad - 1, -

The General Mamager, Telecom District,
Visakhapatnam,.

, The Chief GanFral Manager, Telecdmmunications, A.P.,

Hyderabad - 1

The Director [ensral , Télecom, Union of Tndia,

New Delhi - 110 CO1.

One copy to Mr.C.Suryanarayana,Advocate,CAT,Hyder sbad.

' One copy to Mr.N.U.Ramana,Addl.wGSC,CAT,Hyderabad.

8. One copy to Ljibrary,CAT,Hyderabad.
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DA_285/95, Dt. of Order:9-5-95,

|

(Order passed by Hon'ble Justice Shri V.Neeladri Rao,
Vice=Chairman)

x

* % *

Thi; 0.A. was ?;;ad praying'Fur quashinL tﬁe order
ét.24-é-91 iésued by Fha Requndant Nd;1h1n Na.DE}CX/BNY/Disc.
Caate)CHS/4,Auheraby the applicant vas pi;ced und%r syspenaiun;

5

by declaring that ths prolonged suspansioﬁfbﬁt mafely‘unjust

but also cruel and.it is cal;ulaieq to victimige ihe ;pplicant
and cansequently to direct the Respendents to reinstate him in
service with fuil back wages by regularising the suspensidn as
duty for all purposes and granting him all other beanits:uhich'
are conssqusential and incidental. _ ' - }
2 It is now stated for both sides that fhe applic;at
was dismissed frém service by order dt.10-4-95, Accordingly
this 0.A. had become infructuous. It is ndedless to say that

the applicant is free to challenge the order of dismissal by

initiating appropriate procesdings,

3. It is submitted :for the applicant that the quantum
of subsistsnce allouwance was not reviewed periodically as per
. Ao TS

rules and hence the applicant.hési?epresentatian in regard to

the same., - If such a representation has already been mads, the

same has to be considered as per rules.

4, Sub ject to ths above, this OA is dismissed. No costs‘/
(N~>—""7_ A sy
(R RANGAR AJAN) "~ (VJNEELADRI RAD)
. r : Mamber (A) ~ Vice-Chairman
,xf{ L - 1
o Dt. 9th May, 1995, %%mqﬂaﬂ_
avl/ Dictated in Upen Court. gy~

| . 2 coq sk vor >
" . tﬁf} {gleEnfkck



r,.

W el A -

TYPED 8Y . COMPARED BY
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IN -THE_ CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUN

HYDERABAD BENCH

V-neededd Qoo - V-c
THE HON'BLE HRI

I Ieg

AND . -
THE HON'BLE SHRI A"-‘BTEW%'BEQ
DATED 9-5-75

ORDER/JUBGMENT

H
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{
'\- LY

m-AQND/qu'-ND./C.p.ND.- ‘. ' I

Disposéd\of with directions
Dismissed, ——"

Dismissed as withdrawn






