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- THE HONM'BLE SHRI B,S.JAl FARAMESHWAR : MEMBER {(JUDL,)

IN THE CENTRAL ADﬁINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL : HYDERABAD

AT HYDERABAD
* sk

C.2.1419/96. | . Dt.of Decision

1. M,Chengal Rayulu
2 . B. Chahdre ReddY
3, G.Psrasuramaiah
4, T.5iddappa

5. B.Siddaiah

6. M,Chandrababu
7T. M. Venkataramana
€. K.Fagaraj

9, N.Raghunatha Reddy
1C¢.0,Nagaraj
11.S.Khadar Basha

Vs

1. The Telecom District Manager,
Tirupathi,

2. The Chief General Manager,
A, P, Telecom, Hyderabad-1,

3. The Union of India, rep. by
the Director General,

Telecommunicaticns, New Delhi. _ A J
Counsel for the applicants : Mr.R,Yoginder Singh
Counsel for the respondenfs : Mr.N,R,Devaraj, Sr,
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Heard Mr,.R,Yoginder Singh, learned counsel f
applicants and Mr,.N,R,Devaraj, learned counsel for the
2. There are 11 applicants in this OA., They su

they were not aware of the screening test held for rec

Phene Mechanics during the year 15994, Hence, they coy

1]

for the screening test held in the year 1994, It is 4
some of the juniors é@ﬁlappeared for the said test and
appointed as Phone Mechanics with restructured post,
another screening test was conducted and the resﬁ}ijof
test was issued by memorandum No.TA/RE/32-94C04/11 at,
( Annexure-2), In that the applicantd nameg have been
passed the screening test. Subsequently, aﬁother memd
i ssued bearing No,7=27/94-NCG, dated 11-7-96 (Annexure
gécombined seniority list of qualified candidates{bégf
Qf-}méinfﬁgscreening test and supplementary MNSXXERINY

tests wae issued keeping in view their original senior
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18 not appear
tated that
were
Subsequently,
the screenin¢
14-03-96

shown as
randum was

) wheréby
_en_the baeis
screening

ity for

deputing them for pre-appointment training in the restructured

cadres of TTA/Phone Mechanics, Against that order 0A,
filed in this Tribunal,

on 25-1-96 whereby tt is directed that "gntil fupther

49/96 was

An interim order was passed in OA, 49/96

orders in

A
this OA (i,e., 07,49/96) the integrated seniority of those who

rassed in the qualifying examination at dif ferent timels

be preparedg",
3.
N0,7-27/94-NCG dated 9-9-96 (Annexure-4) was
respondents authorities which is enclos=d st
By tbisﬁmpugned order the integrated seniority list is
order dated 11-07.96 was withdrawn.

The CA,49/96 was

of subsequently on 10-06-9%; @ the prayer in OA,49/9

SN
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shall rot -

In view of the above interim order the impugned order

the

Annexure=-4 to the OA,

sued vide
glsc dispcesed

£ has been
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"letter 11«7-96 in view of the interim order in CA.49/96

25-1-96,

Ca,

‘letter 11-7-96 wher such a withdrawal was done on the Y

[l
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fulfilled by the respondents themselves by withdrawing

The OA was disposed of cn 10-6-98,

rwmv
that those who whoxﬁcreened in 1994 are ranked senior t

/ Ll Scweencd 7
who epre—rarnked in 1996,

4, This CA ié filed for a Airection to the respg

depute eenior offjcials to Phome Mechanice training by
. | —

holding anothér batch or batches containing the applica

training them as Fhone Mechanics.
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It is now stated by the learned counsel for t

Liang
respondents that those who .are selected in the year 199

[

screening will also be sent for training after the 1994

are trained,
6,

of the ipterim order in CA.49/96, The OA itself was A

as infructuous because of the withdrawal of the letter

11-7-%6. If the applicents are aggrieved by the order

49-96 in disposing of the 0A.49/96 as infructuous then
45 ~
lies normally to challenge the judgement or,file a revi

in that CA so as to hear the Ca once again and pass suj
on the basis of the submissjon to be made by the aggrie

But that judgement in 0OA,49/9€ has beccme final¥

fnmw -
that order nor any review petition yaz

orcders of this Tribunal. They are left with no other 5

a+PbCNFthLA&ﬁQPML
to file either . review tﬁ\juﬁgement in 0OA,4%/96 or aprp

it. The applicants can take such action as deemeqd fit

7. With the above observaticn the OA ig81isposed

The withdrawal of the letter dated 11-7-96 ar

Hence, the applicants cannot questioned the withdr
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Nobody challenged

filed,the judgement in that
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in their casse,.

of .No costs,

;>—T G

.jggAl—PPR SHWAR) (R.RANGARAJAN)
Q;ztﬂ&ﬂ MBER(JUDL.) i MEMBER { ALMN, )
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Copy to: ' o

1+ The Talacem_nist:ict Engkmaaxfiam ger, Tirupathi;

2, The ChieF_Gaﬂeral maaager,_é;p.Talacam, H}da;abad.

3; The Directer General, Telecommunications, New Delhi,
4, One cepy to Mr.R,Yoginder Singh,Advocate,CAT,Hyderabad,

5, Ona'cepy to Mr.N.R.Devraj,Sr.CosC,CAT,Hyderabad,
6, One copy te U.R(ﬂ),cBT.Hyd@rébad.
7. Ons copy to HBSJIP(M),CAT,Hyderabad,

8. Dne duplicate copy.
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