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IN THEC CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL : HYDERABAD BENCH
AT HYDERABAD '

O.A. 1478 OF 1997

Dated, the 6th aApril,*99

BETWEEN

AND

1, Director of Pestal Services,
0/e PMB, APSR Kurmool,

2. Superirtendent, Railway Mail Service,
AG Division, Guntgkal,

3. Sub-Record Officer, Railway Mail Service,
AG Division, Cuddapah

esss Regpohdentsg

COUNSELS :

For the Applicant : 'Mrs . ARasuya .
Fer the Respondents ¢t Mr. B.N. Sarma

CORAM:

THE HON'BLE MR. R, RANGARAJAN, MEMBER (ADMIN)
THE HON'BLE MR. B.S. JAI PARAMESHWAR, MEMBER (JUDL)
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O.A. 1478/97
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(PER: HON'BLE MR. B.S. JAI PARAMESHWAR, MEMBER (JUDL) '

1. Nene for the applicant, HaaFd Mr; M.C. Jacob, for

Mr. B.N, Sarma, Learmed Standing C$unsek&ﬁﬁ1~the~respondents.
2. The applicant herein was‘werkingﬁéfééngrat SRO {
Cuddapah in RMS, AG Division,-GuntEkal. as Casual Labourer/eut- ‘
sider from thé year 1983, Vide pr9ceedings No.B/EDMM/DN/Vel.IV‘
dt. 28.5.92 he was regularly appoi#ted as EDMM at SRO, Cuddapah.
At the time of his appoeimtment he ﬁad preduced a - ' C T
V Class Certificate issued te him by the Headmaster, A.P.

High schoel, Cuddapah. On verific#tion of the said school
certificate from the authoritieg cbncerned. the respondernts

legrnt that the certificate preduced by the applicant was not

a genuime ome, Hence, the services of the applicant were

terminated under Rule 6 of the Ruﬁes 64,

~

3. Then the applicant approached this Tribumal im 0,A.

1506/96 emn 30,6,77. This O.A. was decided with a direction

to him, if so advised to submit a |review petition agaimst the
order termimatimg his services to the competent guthority.

4, Accordingly, the applicant sulmitted a review petition

te the competemt authority ard the said reviewing autherity

has rejected his case and héé confirmed the order of terminatiom,

5. Thisg O0.A. is filed teé call for the records pertainimg te

the proceedings Ne.B/EDMM/BSR dt..21,10.,97 passed by the
Superintendert, RMS 'AG' Division;«Guntakal and the Memo ’
bearing No.PP/BS/EDMM/SRO/Cuddapaﬁ.-dt. 13.5.95 amd quash the
same as the said termination-ordeé is contrary te law

vielative of Primciples of Natura#»Justice and for a comsequemtiall
direction to reingtate him into ﬁhe-service with all conse=- ’

quential benefits, |
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6. The responrdeats have fileé a reply explaiaing the
circumstances which led to take action-against the applicant,
. They further submit that sincewéhe applicant haé’not put. in
3 years service they hawe invoked the-rule 6 of the rules 64
and terminated his services-aft$r foiiewing the preocedure.
'l‘hgy submit that they had :l.ssuet":l -a Rotice calling upen him ’
te explain the positiom and aft#rrconaidering his explanation
the respondent gutherities passLd the impugmed orders, Hence
they submit that there are me j#stifiablewreasons-to»interfere [
with the impugmed orders,. . 1 |
e The mair reason for termination of the;applicant is that |
the applicamt had submitted a begus : ~ Sehool- " = ="
certificate gt the time of-hié?iﬁﬁointmelf and that he had

FRYN 7S
not put im 3 years service at the time he was issued with

A
the showecause notice. They submit that rule 6 of the rules 64
provide for termination of the services ef ED Staff amy time
by giving -a motice in writing.: Accordingly, the resrondents {

submit that they have followed the procedure amd terminated

the applicant from service, . |
8. The applicanyjin the groéndsxg%’the.o.a'- contendéét
that the guthorities have~net-éxamiled‘the certificate to
come to the conclusior that it}is‘bogus. The -applicant had
submitted only a Xerox copy-ofithe schoel Certificate, It is
net understood as to why the applicant could nmot preduce the |
5th Class and Bth Class Schoel! Certificates in origimal even
after giving him an opportunitf te repregsent his case against ‘
the proposed termimatiom ef his services, He could have
produced either the 5th Class certificate er the 8th Class |
s mm&ay\w./(_, ~ ! :
Certificateﬂtc prove that the ﬁe:ox copy of the certificate

"earlier produced was genuinme, :

S W |
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9, This Tribural isAaI appel}ate authority., If a case is:
decided en the basis of certain evidemce available the same

camnot be imterfered with by this Tribunal, As the

respomdents im their reply have spscifically stated that

the applicant has not produced Eny proof of the School

Certificate even after he was gﬁﬁen time, we do not congider
|

it necessary to further examime his case, Hence, we feel

that it is not mecessary te interfere with the impugned
orders amd the O,A., 1s liable to be dismissed.
10. The 0.A. is accordingly dismissed leaving the

‘parties to bear their own cests.

|
\
| (R RANGARAJAN)
\ MEMBER (ADMIN)
\
|

— Dated, the 6th april, '99,

Dictated im Open Court. ﬁﬁqgjﬁqv
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‘: “ Iy THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVH TRIBUNAL ¢ BENCH : AT HYDERABAD f
N " M.aNo. 7 b7)-of 2398 |
in o | ,
. O.ANo, 1478  of 1997

Betweens

B.,Subba Raydu e o o tpplicant

and o ' |
- : l

Director of Posial Service,
The P.M.0,, &PSR, Kurnool and othera: ‘ . » ¢ Respondents !

* L L]

FACTS OF THE G@E The appllcant hereln filed 015/1509/96 vefore this Hon'ble Tribunall

of production of bogus VIiI Clas

questlom.ng his twrmnat:.on ord.er with the gllegation
I

Certificate. The same was disposed of f with a direction to exhaust the romedies avail
1

ble to him by filing a Review before the respondents. But the said Review Petition w

dismissed and the tarmnaulon order vas confirmed by the Respondents. QnestiOning 'bh

LA was filed and this Hon'ble Tribunal was phaased to adaut
J

salle on 6.11.97. 43 no interim ‘orders wers passed in the OA end it has become vely |
‘ |

a Poor SC Cendidate and 4
|

ssid order, the present O

aifficult for the applicant to earn his livelihood as he is
there igs no employaent for him for the past three and half years. Therefore it ig f

necessary to heer the main OA itself and dispose the case at an early date. The |
respondents evenafter receiving the notices are not filing counter.
Hence, it is prayed that the flon'ble Tribunal may be pleased to expedite

s date for final hearing and pass such other order or-orders in the interest of |

justice.

Hyderabad, B 50(4( o1
5~9-1998. . | MPPLIC ANT
o  GOBHfSEL FOR APPLICANT
Rt 13

VERIFICATION

1. B.Subba Rayudu, S/o. P.Peda Nagaish, the above nared applicent, 40 h?! eby

|
declare that the contents of the gpplication are true to the best of my knowledge| and

E‘

belief and declares that I have not suppressed any material facts.
Hence, verifieds

Hyderabad,

v Wit
5-9-1998, /s A%f L%&N‘éjva

J
co L per KPPLC
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TN 7E CENTRAL ADNINTSTRATIVE TRI BUR ¢
| o

BENCH : AT s HYD:R ABAD

H. L Vo. . ' of 1998
|
in

0. A Ho. 1473? of 1907

|
Between: -

B.Subba Raydu |ees Applicant

and !

i .

Director of Postal Service,

The P.¥.0., APSR,Hurnool | :

and others t cee Jespondents
t

- P v l_"1-‘}"“ .

Filed on:

Filed by:
Smt. Ao édnasuya,
]
 Counsel for fApplicent
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CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL "N .
HYDERABAD BENCH:; HYDER.3AD. w_i

)

= w/BENCH CAST

mm

0.A.  No, ‘L\j §  at 1997

ap_ B Prayuya

COUNSEL FOR THE GAPLICAN..

AND

Mr. J\’@ QM”C\@C‘; //

' A
Sr.aoDl. STANDING COUN@@&AFP’ '

C.Gs RLY. /{////

RN




%9~ (Under Rule 8(3) of the C.A.T. (Procedure) Rules, 1987)
IN THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL : BENCH
AT HYDERARAD

A No. C?@\ 0F 1999
o N ¢S
Ab e mol of 1919

A
DLAaNoD, 1478 0OF 1997

Patweern: ‘ ‘

E.Subba Rayudu, S/o.B.Pedda Nagaiah,
aged about 38 vears, Ocec.: E.D.M.M.,
Cuddapah, R/o. Duddapah.
- . o« Ppplicant
|

snd

1. Director of Postal Services,
O/0. P.M.G., A.P.8.R., Hurnool,
2. Superintendent, Railway Mzil
Service, A.G6.Division, Guntakal.
S. Bub~Record Officer, Railway Mail
Service, A.G.Division, Cuddapah.
- « « Respondents

For  the ressons stated in the gocompanying af%idavit, the
applicant herein prays that this Hon'bBle Tribunsl may be pleased
to Condone the delay of L{Jy' days in filing the reQiem applica—
tion/petition against the orders passed in G.ﬁ.ND.l#%Q af 1997 on
&H-4-199%  and pass such other order or orders in the intéregt of
juﬂtice and pass Such ather order or orders as thiz honble

Tribunal may deem Tit and proper.

Hyderabad, .
Date: 28-7-99 ‘ : Co\ipsel for applicant




' {Under Rule 8{(3) af the C.A.T. (Procedure) Rule=s, 1987)

IN THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE THRIBUNAL @ BENCH
AT HYDERARAD

My AL No. OF 1999
A :
&.-H ND ' m Gﬁh' (R??
Al

O.A4.No. 1478 OF 1997
Between:
BE.Subba Rayudu | .« . Ppplicant
| anrd
Director of Postal Services,
D/0., P.M.G., A.P.S.AR., Kurnool. .
and others « «» « Hespondents
AFFIDAVIT

I, BqSuhbargﬁﬂh Y/0.B.Pedds Nagaiah, sged esbout I8
yvears, Occ.: E.D.M.M., Cuddapazh, R/a. Cuddapah, having now tempo—
rarily come down tﬁ Hyderabad, do hereby solemnly affirm and
state on oath as follows:
i. I am the applicant in the sbove case and as such I am well
gcquainted with the facts of tﬁe cease and depose as under:
2 I respectfully submit that 1 joined as EDMM  at Cuddapah  in
Guntakal Division with my V Class qgualification. At the time of
Jaining I submitted my V Class certificate issued by the Head
Master, A;P.High Schoel, Cuddapzah. The Respondents herein termi-
rnated my services suddenly on the Ground that I prodoced 5 2 fake
VIIT flass CDertificate. I submits that | produced only Q Class
Certificate but not VIII class certificate which was not consid-
ered by the authorities. Thern 1 approached the Haﬁ'ble Tribunal
by filing .A. No.l586 of 1996 which was disposed off by direct-
ing me to submit a Review Petition before the competent authority
whickh has %o be disposed by the resporndents. Accordingly I
submitted the review petition, but the said review petition was
decided by holding that the V Class certificate submitted by me
is not genuine one. Aggrieved by the said orders tﬁe above 0O.A.
was filed on the ground that the competent authority which has to

decide the said review petition, exceeded the Jjurisdiction and

- 7. WMM




h?&tead of verifying the genuiness af the VIII Class Certificate

which was brought into existence by the some mtherﬁ,‘held that
the V Class certificate is 2 bogus one. In the review petitiorn,
the scope is only limited to the extent of the ground on which I
was terminated, but it cannot be extended to some ‘D#hQP ground
and new charge also cannot be freamed in review petition which is
the lacuna on the part of the respondents. Theﬁ raised some

other ground and tried to substantiate the terminstiokn orders. /
The grounds raised by me in O.R. were not considered by this ;
han'ble Tribunal while dismissing the 0.A. In the above Cciroum )
stances I econstrained to file the present Reﬁiem Application/ /
petition. [

et W

5 It is further submitted that my counsel wes informed that f
the case will be listed on 29-4-1999, but the Jumnior Counsel who
sattended the Tribunal on that day could not locate the number in /
the cause list and due to the said mistake I informed my Counsel

that the case has not been listed on the said date and also not /
noticed when the case was called. As such not attending the
court on that day is meither wilful nor wanton. The QOrder copy
was received after summer vacation and I could not be contacted
immediately as the letter which was written to me has not re-
ached., When I came personally, [ could know about the dismissal
and  in the process a delay of 542'd3y§ im caused in  filing the
review application which is neither wilful nor wanton and may be
contdoned.

Hence, it dis praved that this Hon'bkle Tribunzgl may be
pleased to Condone the delay of \49 days in filing the FEvimu/
application/petition agsainst the orders passed in G.A.Nm.id?ﬂ of |
1997 o &-4-1999  and pass such other order or orders in thef
interest of justice and pass such other order or orders as this/

han'ble Tribunal may deem fit and proper.

Hyderabad, E; 1{}
év/ﬁ ' &’\Ay,
FE-7-199 : _ " APPLICANT
APPLICANT @'\//

COUNGEL
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IN THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE

TRIBUNAL :BENCH @ AT HYDERABAD

M.A.NoO. "i OF 1999

T . ! . i . “i‘\o .
RA resm of 1$9F
ANA

0.A.No. 1478 |OF 1997

Hetween: .

B.Subbaraydu, >
. hpplicant

and

Director of Postal Services,

‘Kurniool and cthers.
Respondents

TP
d{ﬂ;‘@ 0“'

b*ﬁ‘@’rﬁ'%
b o 8 %
. Be

E1Y

Condone Delay Petition

l

. . R@ﬁcd@c/( o 2€/7 [7 °/
T . ﬁﬂﬂwrhefﬁ“

C - 5. NARAS!MHA SHARMA
. 8. Contral-Govt. !
' Standing Counsel,
Central' Administrative,
Tribunal, Hyderabag.

| \5\4/
Filed by: jL/

Smt.A.AnRSUYE,
Counsel for Applicant

W’(‘
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VERIFICATION
I, E. Subba Rayudu, the above named applicant, do hereby

declare that the above facts are true to the best of my knowledge

and belief and further declare that I have not  suppressed any

material facts. 1

Hence, verified.

~ 5 waagupb«

APPLTICANT

Hyderabad,

18-7-1999.

nd- %ﬁrlbvalraJL
: J¢£Afﬁ ~J,$\@)w1y
e

elaoiad_= it




Mo et [ v R 1>3]49
(a/slse.

HYR&

Hﬂgmy D)

muy
| 26-g-9

TS ML B

\Ftw G'PP(.;CG?/L:M - "_\-\NA, Rmpshain,wc
Ve G(o:reci,\;& f, aliens (Tos ™4
®y gpy VR Resnann Staled v~

M"a') e CLL\D.A& IS Corndeoned -

$4-ﬁ"1b oMo ed - G&ﬁi&h& '

5@«(/ N HRAN
-7 > A)

> M@g o) ,L,‘Q &"7‘ MM n

/ .

o IV AL

il el
£ WIWM"‘ CASE ' 1
MoANoe__ SO ofids \‘
& VR
WK oF ten

OuhA.Now

Q«m\m %'\ ‘?@5\\“\

| | Mr. Sscok \\\ Kmm\—\q

COUISEL FOR THE APPLIURNT

Sy S ARl btandlng Counsel for
C.G. EiEsv~—



)
|

e,

Central Administrative !
Hyderabad Ben.ch,_- Hyderabad.,

O.A/BzA No. | 97 gz of 128 7’

[

MEMO OF APPEARANCE

EI—

o~

N.R. DEVARAJ )
ADVOCATE
Standing Counsel for Railways -
Senicr Standing Counsel for Central Govt.

Counsel for ... N ﬁhi@"b@ )

Address for Service : - Phone : 7610600

1
Plot No. 8, Lalithanagar

Jamai Osmania,
' Hyderabad - 500 044,

Rr—



Ce«ﬁtral Admlmstratlve Tribunal, Hyderabad Bench
HYDERABAD | ! |

OA/BANo. /47 g of 1997 |
BETWEEN - ’ : | ’

@‘ SMM#@W R | Applicant (s) "

T Diveddor o f Poitad f%hc\.l;’ | ’

@/ /ltr, ‘PNG wa-mf Hespgndent (s)'
O oﬂﬂm ]

. MEMO OF APPEARANCE ,

o islraq\ a

" ﬁ‘qﬁ"h P, ?‘K\g\ 3
‘v%@- wrealy ’4\4
] “ BECEIVED

- 7 NOV '1%8
35\0

1 N.R. Devaraj, Advocate havlng been authonsed........................... ..... "wm g.r-“ S, e

: | 7 (here furnish lhe pamculars of authority)
by the Central/State Government/Government Servant/ .............. authorlty/corporation/socuely non-

fied under Sec. 14 of the Administrative Tribunals. Act, 1985. Hereby appear for e
/ReSpONdEntSMO......ovrerirerrrresrareeseen. and undertake 1o. plead and act for them in all malters |n the

To,

aforesaid case.

R

Place : Hyderabad. ' | ' Signature & Designation of the
Date 0“2 ”q g - Counsel ‘
Address of the Counsel for Service _ . . " N.R. DEVARAJ B
Plot No.8, Lalithanagar R ' o Standmg Counsel for Railways

Jamai Osmania
Hyderabad - 500 044.

Senlor Standmg Counse! for Central Gowti




1'i

: ff://¥he Superintendent, Rallway Meil Service, A.G.Division, Guntakal.

: Form No.9. , BY.R.P.A.DO, ~
& ' ~ (see Rule 29)
“ . o - | -
CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL HYDERABAD BENCH AT HYDERABAD.
18t Floor,HAC~ Bhavan, Opp:Public Garden, Hyderabad, 500004,A, P

-

R PLICATION N2, oF 1997,
: ORIGINRL RPPLICATION § 1479, 7.

Applicant(s) : | v/s Respondent (5)

‘ﬁgfqﬁﬁﬁnﬁﬁﬁgﬁﬁggkg G/0 PuMBes AePuB,. R Katn00] J&201

emt. A Anasnya. (By/Central Govt.Standing Counsel)‘

TD. . Mreﬂ.ﬂ.r}@v&rﬁj. ETCCGSC.

ﬂuﬁf//Thé Divector of Postal Services, 0/0 P.M.G., A.P.9.R., Kupnool.

-

.<§f//;¥a snkxmmrgrr  Sub-Record Officer, Reilway Mail Service,
A.G, Divigion, Cuddapah, - .

Uhereas'an application filed by tHe above named applicant
under Section 19 of the Administrative Tribunal Act, 1985 as

in the copy a..nexed hereunto has heen registered and upon
preliminary hearing the Tfibynal nas admitted the application.
Notice is hereby‘giuen ko youlthat if you wish to contest
the applicaﬁion, you méy file ydur'reply along Qith the.document
in support thereof and after séruing copy,offthe.same on the
applicant or hié Legal pracﬁitioner within 30 dqys of raceibt b?
the notice before this Tribunal, either in person or through a
Legal ‘prectitioner/ Presenting Officer a@appointed by you in .
this behalf. In default, the &aid abplication may be heard and®
. decided -in your absence on or after that date without any )

furthar Notice, . o
issued .under my hand and the seal of the Tribunal ]
This the . Sisth,. . . . . . . .. . day ar . Hovember, . . . .1gg 7e

//8Y ORDER OF THE TRIBUNAL//

Date: 13-11.97, - o FOR REGISTRAR. .

. 7”**‘ e e,
- Bedw ywrothy i |

&whﬂﬂuﬁhmﬂﬁvg%wmm
Ao BesPaticy

2 1'NOV 1997 X

drerary rardvs
-]

-

HYRRRABAD BENCH

The Director of Postal 8ervices,
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?’; | ?'
Certly= |

(ot E=P. Administrative Tribunal at Hyderabad.

Oﬂrw 1u¢ of 198 ¥

on the file of the Court of

_15 g'aGGW QZ@,.(,W . | Appellant
] Petitioner

Versus
—D-Aoabh c&—f’dlwaﬂ S.-m'm.\ Respondent

. o g PrsorGs APSR. etimend oncle@y
I/We , St

Appeliant-Petitioner - s e .
'nethe above Appeal/Petition do hereby appoint and retain

A Anoresgar

ADVOCATE

Advocate/s of the High Court to; appear for ME/US in the above APPEAL/PETITION
and to conduct and eprosecutef or defend the same all proceedings that may be taken

" in respect of any applications connected with-the same including compromise or any
decree or order passed therein, including. ail appiications for return of documents ot
the Jsecelptofany moneys that may be payable to ME/US in.the said APPEAL/PETITION
and also to appear in all appeals and appllcatIOnS under clause XV of the Letters Patent
and jn all applications for review and for leave to appeal to The Supreme Court of Indla
and in all appllcatlon for review of judgement.

Respondent

I certify that the contents of this Vakalat were read out and explained in..m.
in my presence to the executant or executants who appeated perfectly to understand
the same, made HIS/HER/THEIR signature or marks in my presence.

Executed befare me on this the 9?8‘t day of Zel~ (qa¥

ADVOCATE, HYDERABAD.,

C@_g e Re),




{?RM NO . 21 _ (sec. Rule 114) (
VH THE CENTRAL MWOMINTSTEAD VI TRIBUNAL HYDERASAD 3ENCH., HYDERASAD.

@Q - 6% %? \P\ © Oeia. No. - ‘\‘{-L%/ 199 ?,

Applicant(s)

%\Cu’b’h\ﬂ‘ﬂ/f

1 et g A

“Respondent (s}

JRDEX SHEED

S1.To Description of Docuients & Dato Plaoes~

1. bocket orders. : ‘ [ :Z\/ 2/

g3 OrdeInterim Order,
'\ 3. Reply Statement,
4. Rejoinder . h "
5. Corders in (final ~rde rs)% .8 - "‘7‘7 )\ ) ’
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{Under Rule 8(3) of the C.A.T. {(Procedure}) Rules, 1987)

IN THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL @ RENCH
AT HYDERARAD
R.A.No. éjqj aF 199%
in
O.A.No, 1478 {OF 1997

Between:

F.Subba Rayudu, S/c0.B.Pedda Nagaiah,
aged about 38 years, Occ.: E.D.M.ML,
Cuddapah, R/o. Cuddapah.

« « « Applicant

and

i. Director of Postal Services,
/0., P.M.G., A.P.S5.R., Kurnool. !
Superintendent; Railuway Mail
Service, A.G.Division, Guntakal.
Sub-Record Officer, Railway Mail
Service, A.G.Division, Cuddapah.

A

(2]

Rmépmndentﬁ

For the reasons stated in the accompanying affidavit, the

applicant herein prays that this Hon'ble Tribunal may be pleased

te Heview the orders passed in 0.A.Nao.1478 of 1997 lan L f— 19937

2

and guash the termination orders issued by the respondent no.

vide Memo. No. BE/EDMM/BSR dated 21-16-1927 in the interest of

justice and pass such other order or orders as this hon‘ble

‘Fribunal may deem fit and proper.
b ,
Hycderabad, . ) ﬂf/”’;,"

Date; 2d-7-99 a £1 for Applicant
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(Under Rule 8(3) of the C.A.T. (Procedure) Rules, 1987)
IN THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIRBUNAL @ BENCH
AT HYDERARAD
R.A.No. COOF 1999
in
O.8.No. 1478 OF 1997

Betueens:

BE.Subba Rayudu
» « .« fBpplicant

arnd
Director of Postal 8Services,
/o, P.MWG., (A.PLELVR., Eurnocl.
and others
- « - Respondents

AFFIDAVIT

-

I, E.Subbarzsude, S/o.B.FPedda Nagaiash, aged about 38
yvears, oc.: EJD.M.M., Cuddapeh, R/o. Cuddapsh, baving now tempo-
rarily come down to Hyderabed, do hereby sclemnly affirm  and
mtate on orth as follows:

1. I am the aspplicant in the above case and as such I am  well
acquainted with the facts of the case and deposze ss under:

2. I respectfully submit that I joined as EDMM =zt Cuddapah  in
Guntakal Division with my V Olass gualification, At the time of
joining I =ubmitted my V Class certificsete issued by the Head
Master, A.P.High School, Cuddapah. The Respondents herein termi-
nated my services suddenly on the Ground that I produced a8 fake
VIIT Class Dertificate. 1 submits that I produced only V¥ Class
Certificate but not VIII class certificate which was not consid-
ered by the authorities. Thern 1 zpproached the Hon'ble Tribunal
by fiiing 0.4, No.13#&6 of 19984 which was disposed off by direct—
ing me to submit a Review Peltition before the competent authority
which has to be disposed by the rezpondents. Accordingly T
submitted the review petition, but the said review petition was
tecided by holding that the V Clagﬁ‘certificate stibmitted by  me
is nat genuine oné. Aggrieved by the said orders the sbove O.A4.

was filed on the ground that the competent authority which has to




decide rthq said review petition, exceeded the jurisdiction and
insfegq of verifying the genuinecss of the VIII Class Certificate
which was brought into existence: by the some others, held that
the ¥ Class certificate is é bogus one.  In the review petition,
the =cope is only limited to the extent of the groumd on whickh I
was terminated, but it cannot be extended to some other ground
and new charge also cannot be  framed in review petition which is
the lacuna on the part of the resﬁmndenta. They raised some
other ground and tried to substantiate the terminatiokn orders.
The grounds reised by me in 0.A. were nnt. considered by this
Ron'ble  Tribunal while dismissing the 0.68. In the above circum—
:atances I constrainea to file the present Review Application/
petition. |
Hence, it is prayed that this Hon‘ble Tribunal may b
pleased to Review the orders passed in 0.A.No.1478 of 1997 on
641999 and guash the termination orders issued by the respon-
dent no. 2 vide Memo. No. B/EDMM/BSR dated 21-18-1997 in  the
interest of justice and pass such other order or orders as thie

hon'ble  Tribunal may deem fit and proper.

Hyderabzd,

2E-7-1999 APPLICANT

CONES FOR APPLICANT

VERIFITATION

I, E. Subba Rayuau,lthe above named spplicant, do hereby
declare that the above facts are true to the best of my knowledge
and belief and further declare that I have not suppressed any
material facts.

Hence, verified.
Hyderabad,
271999, : ARPPLICANT

Sworn and signed before me,
on the above date at Hyderabad.

Advacate

T -



Ak

i1

it CEUTRAL ADMINISTHATIVE TRIBUNAL
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5, Subba Rayudu

AND

1. Director of Pestal Services,
0/0 PMB, APSR Kurnool,

MG Diviaion, Guntakal.

MG Divigilon, cuddapah
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v AL LATRST
-t~

O RDIDER

(FERs HOM'BLE MR. B.S. JAI PARAMESHWAR, MEMBER(JUDL) |

1. Mone for the applicant, Heard Mr. M.C. Jacob, for ;_‘_

Mr. B,H, Sarma, lLearmed Standing counge} “ur-the respondents,

2 The applicant herein wus working - -+ at SRO

Lo

cuddspah imr RMS, AG Diviglon, Guntakal, as Casual Labourer/sut-
sider from the year 1983, Vide proceedings No,B/pDMM/bN/VﬂIQ;V‘

dt. 28,5.92 he was regularly appeinted as EDMM™ at ' SRO, Cuddapiﬁ.
At the time of hip gppointment he had preduced a - i
V Clags Certificate issued to him by the Haadmaster, A.P.

11igh Schoel, Cuddapah, On verificatien of the said school

ce:tificate from the authorities concerned, the respondents

learnt that the certificate produced by the applicant was mot

e,

?

a genuile one., Hence, the se;vices of the applicant were

PR Y

terminated undex Rule 6 of the Rules 64. . co.cE R
e - B

3. Then the applicant approached this Tribunal im O.A,
1506/96 on 30.6.77. This 0.A. wea decided with a direction -
te him, if so advisgd to submit a r “Yriew petitioﬁ_againat ihe
order tcrminnting 1 'a services to the competent aﬁthority.

4, Accordingly, i applicant sulmitted a review petition

te the ccmpetemt gutho. ty and the said reviewing authority

has rejected his case at haﬁ confirmed the order of terminatio
This O.A. in Fileé¢ to call for the records pertainim; to

5.
the proceedings N /EI «/BSR dt., 21.10.97 passed by the
Superintendent, T #G' Divisiow, Guntakal ard the Memo .
bearing No ,PF/B3 ) 1/SRO/Cuddapab, dt. 13.5,95 .and quash the
same as the sal’ tei. a2tion order is contrary te lc. -

}
vielative of ¥ .Aciples of Natural Justice ard for a conuaguen:

direction t- iugtate him into the service with all cong:e=

aquential =4t

-

RN L




"
> -
O,A.1478/97
33 3~ -
6. L ia respondents have filed a reply explaining the

circumstances which led to take action againsﬁ the p11Cant. i
They further gubmit that since the applicant had not put in

3 years service they havc invoked the rule 6 of the rules sé-k,hg'%;-%

and terminated his gervices after following the procedure. '%;L,fitf
They submit that they had ingued a notlce calling. upon him 1ﬁ;4:--f!lm
to explain the position and after conaidering hi}TZ§§i;ﬁgt1¢n R ‘M'ﬁ
the respondent wuthorities passed the impugmed ordera,” Henwa::iH;f%?i
they submit that there are ne justifiasble reasens to interf;fzaﬁJEj;u?
with the impugned orders. B ';“”'f?E~ﬁ
7. he main reason for termination of the éppliéant ia ﬁﬁ;é;;:; :;
the applicamt had submitted a bogus cchool . | }..,.-! ,f‘”w
certificate at the time of: his appointment and PEEF he had. f;h;i;i;
not put in 3 years service sL the ti#ﬂfﬂ;/was 1asued wiﬁgm f?{?;Z?: 1
the show-cause notice. TheY submit that rule 6 of the rulwa-B& s

sk f.t.é.,

provide for termination of thc services of ED staff aly time‘?_fi

t

by giving a motice in writing, Accordingly, the responden‘ "5%_¥;;Li

sulmit that they have follaowed the proccdure ard. terminated

the applicant from service, . . e 1 LI Coe :
: . 4“ - A .\%f‘i‘ K “1.‘:.‘ r_;.‘ 7 .
. The applicant in the greunds of the Oh - conten degd - PR

~r S A
that the authoritiee have not e:amined the certificate to "?r‘ﬁﬂ'ﬁ“
come to the conclusion that it is bogus. The apnlicant héd | 1
sulinitted only a Xerox copy of the school Ce:tificate. "It is
not understood as to why the applicant could not produce ne
5eh class and 8th Class School cartificates in originral even
after giving him an opportunity te repr»éent his case against
the proposed termimatien,of his services. He could have
pre¢duced ?iﬁkcﬁﬂgkc 5th lass certiflicatae or the 8th Claen
NTPILY .

Certificgteﬁto prove thal the Xegox copy of the certificite g

cerlimr produced was genuiae,
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a. This Tribunal is/an appellate authority. If a cace isg |
decided en the baais of certain evidence available_tha_same__ :,:‘
r— ,* h
camnnot be imterfered with by this ‘I‘ribunal .As the ‘ 18
) . .
espondents in their reply have 9p@ci£ically stated thst"“-**§':
thie applicamt has not produred any proof of thc School iﬁ.“f
certificate aven gfter he was civen time, we do not consider Lﬁﬂf
it necessary to further ‘examnine his case, .Hence, we feel.. w:;ﬁ
: . ST e
that it is not mecessary to interfere with the: impugned ml— 'P:;%
. P
orders an? the O.A. 15 1liahle to be dismissed. ' e
10. The O.,A. 13 accordingly dismissed leaving the r;.:i
parties to bear their own costs, ' * ‘::;
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IN THE CENTRAL ADMINISTEATIVE >

TRIBUNAL tBENCH @ AT HYDERAEAD

ﬁﬁﬁumm. |

in

QrF 1999

O.A.No. 1478 OF 1997
i
Hetuween: '

B.Subbarayudu,
« « » Appliceant
and i

Director of Postal Services,
Kurnaol and others.
« «» +» Respondents

P;‘Cbl‘f"ﬁr‘)

16 ni

Review Petition

f@,&‘&v&aﬂ] copy on éelxm?/-

-5 -Nohesida e
Lo coon €oe
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A
8. NARASIMHA SHARM

ng Cou lhﬂ.
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i k-4
Tribunal, Hydetaba . |

Filed by:
Smt.A.ANBEUYS,
Counsel Tor ﬁpplzcant
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IN THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL: HYDERABAD BENCH:
AT HYDERABAD

REVIEW APPLICATION NO. E,CT OF 1999
IN
ORIGINAL APPLICATION NO.1478 of 1997

DATE OF JUDGﬁENT: 26th AUGUST, 1999

BETWEEN:
B.SUBBA RAYUDU .. APPLICANT
AND

l. The Director of Postal Services,
O/o PMG, A.P.Southern Region,
Kurnool,

2. The Superintendent, Railway Mail Service,
A.G.Division, Guntakal,

3. The Sub Record Officer, Railway

Mail Service, A.G.Division,
Cuddapah. .+« RESPCNDENTS

COUNSEL FOR THE APPLICANT: Smt.A.Anasuya

COUNSEL FOR THE RESPONDENTS: B.NARASIMHA SARMA, Addl.CGSC

CORAM:
HON'BLE SRI R.RANGARAJAN, MEMBER (ADMN.)

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

JUDGEMENT

ORAL ORDER (PER HON'BLE SRI B.S.JAI PARAMESHWAR,
MEMBER (JUDL.)

~Heard Mr.M.L.Prasad for Smt.A.Anusuya, learned
counsel for the applicant and Mr.Jacob for Mr.B.Narsimha
Sarma, learned standing counsel for the respondents.
2. The applicant é_filed this Review Application

praying for reviewing the order dated 6.4.99 passed in OA

N




P

NO.1478/97. By the said order, the Original Application

was dismissed.

3. The main contention of the appiicant in the R.A,
is that the respondents while reviewing the order of
termination as directed by this Tribunal in OA 1506/96
decided on 30.6.97 considered genuineness or opherwisé of
the Vth Class certificate produced by him instead of the

certificate produced for B8th Class.

4, In fact the applicant at the time of entering into

service had produced 8th class certificate. When the

respondent-authorities noticed that the said B8th class
certificate was a bogus one, the applicant appeared to have
shifted the responsibility of iproduction of the said
'certificate on the S.R.0. It was in this context that the
earlier OA was decided and the respondents were directed to
review the order. 1In the meanwhile, the applicant had also
produced a 5th class certificate which was also found to be

bogus one by the respondent-authorities.

5. While reviewing the order as per the direction in
OA 1509/96 the respondents considered the question of
genuineness of the 5th rlass certificate produced by the

applicant, which was found to be bogus one.

6. The_respondentzauthorities in their reply filed on

2.11.98 had specifically stated that while considering the
& duneedi el '

«certificates produced by the applicant, they found both to

be bogus. The applicant had not filed any rejoinder.

While considering the OA, we felt that the applicant had

9V




\

certificate and 5th class

8th class
d hence we

produced both
certificate which were found to be bogus an

confirmed the order of termination.

Tn that view of the matter, there is no error

7.
apparent on the record.

'

. !

:

If the applicent feels that the direction given in ,
!

i

i

f

!

8.
the earlier OA. was only to be confined to the 8th class

certificate, he can take such proceedings as are available
j
i
!

to him under law.
!
!
)
I

Hence the R.A. is dismised.\ No order as to costs.

( .S.JAIW : (R.RANGARAJAN)
ﬂgﬂf( UDL. ) MEMBER (ADMN.)
o 851 —
26th AUGUST, 1999
"

DATED :
Dictated in the open court

vsn
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