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'COUNSEL FOR THE RESPONDENTS:Mr.NR DEVARAJ,Sr.CGSC

IN THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL: HYDERABAD H
AT HYDERABAD

[

ORIGINAL-APPLICATION-NO:1509-0F-1996

ENCH:

PATE -OF -ORDER: - - 30th-Junre,~1997

BETWEEN:

B.SUBBA RAYUDU : .. APPLICANT

AND
1. The Director of Postal Services,
C/o PMG, A.P.5.R.,) Kurnool,

2. The. Superintendent, Railway Mail Service,
AG Division, Guntakal,

3. The Sub Record Officer, Railway Mail
~Service, AG Division,

Cuddapah. .. RESPDNDENTS

COUNSEL FOR THE APPLICANT: Mrs. A.ANASUYA

CORAM:

HON'BLE SHRI R.RANGARAJAN, MEMBER (ADMN.)

HON'BLE SHRI B.S.JAI PARAMESHWAR, MEMBER (JUDL.)

CRBER

ORAL ORDER (PER HON'BLE SHRI B.S.JAI PARAMESHWAL
MEMBER (JUDL.) ‘

None appeared for the applicant. The apj
was also absent when the application was taken
hearing. Heard Mr.N.R.Devaraj, learned counsel f

respondents.

2. The applicant herein was. appointed as

Departmental Mail Man at S.R.0., Cuddapah vide procé

I

plicant
np for

or the
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redings




< :ae7udntnas v : :
of the certificate and alsoc the au
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No.B/EDMM/DN/Vol 1V, dated 28.5.92. = At the time
appoitnmnet, he had.produced a certificate issued to
the Head Master, ZPH School, Yeguvapalle. On verif

with the said school autherities, the certificate p

(¥

of his
him by
Lcation

roduced

by the applicant was found to be a bogus one. Hence the

services of the applicant were terminated under Rule 6 of

the Posts & Telegraphs Departmental Agents (Con

Quct &

Service) Rules, 1964. It is this order that has. been

challenged by the applicant.

3. The learned counsel for the respondents p

roduced

the records leading to termination of the applicant. The

+ Sdhaool -
termination was ordered as theAFertificate produced

applicant was found to be not genuine. On going

by the

Ehrough

the records, we found that the Sub Record Officer, RMS, AG

Division, Cuddapah,had issued the order of terminati

feel it appropriate that the reviewing authori

bn. We

Lty may

consider the case of the applicanf and we'do not wish to

express any opinion as to the reasons for termi

A

compéfent to issue the order of termination. Rey

nation,
Fhority

iew is

provided to the applicant under instruction No.7 undpr Rule

& of the E;D.A.Conduct and 8ervice Vules vide

No.18/1/65-Disc., dated 4.5.1965 which reads as unde

"(7) No appeal but only review on an

order of termination:-

It is already indicated in Rule 10
that there will be an appeal oniy against
a penalty indicated in rule 7. There is,
therefore, no right to appeal against an

order of termination of services. An

D.G.P&T

e-




order of termination c¢an; however, be
reviewed within a period of six mdnths
under rule 16. The period of 1imitatﬂon
for the purpose of submission ofj a
petition as preséribed under the relevant
rule in the P & T Manual, Volume 1II,
would also be applicable to petition of
an ED Agent' against an order of

termination of services."

4. In view of the above provision for review, we feel
it appropriate to direct .the applicant, if he |is so
advised, to file a review application to the fppropriate

Authority. Hence, the 0A is disposed;of'with the following
o . ‘ .

= . - |
direction:-

The appliéant, if he is so advised, may prefer a
review application against the order of termination|to the
appropriate. authority. 1In case such a review application
is received, then the competent reviewing authority shall
decide the review application onlmerifs without going into

. Pu.io«l of ~
the question of limitation, .if such aA}imitation exists.

\
5. No order as to costs.

A JM | d\f\'*-"’““w/éL_.

(B,S.JAT PARAMESHWAR) (R.RANGARAJAN)
EMBER (JUDL.) . MEMBER [ADMN.)

Vs -7

DATED:-30th-June, -1997
Dictated in the open court.
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Copy to;

13 The Diractur of Postal Seryices,
.C/0 PMG, A.P.5,R,, Kurnool}

2 The Superintendent, Railuway Mail Service,
- AJG.,Division, Guntakal.

3. The. Sub Record Off icer, Rai‘uay Ma il. Seruice,
AG Division, Cuddapah/ :

4% One copy to ﬂrs;ﬂkanasuya, deocate,CAT,Hyderabad;

5¢ One copy to MrdN.R.Dsvraj,5r CGSC,CAT,Hyderabad,

65 One copy to BJR{A),CAT,Hydaerabad.,
7. One copy for.duplicates
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