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Order

Order (per Hen, Mr, Justice D.H. Naair, Vice Chairman)

The erder dated 27-10-1997 issued by Respendent-1 by
which the services ¢f the applicant were terminated has

b=en challenged in this Oa,
2. The applicant was appeinted as PTC Nightwatchman en
5-8-93 in the effice of the second respendent en tempersry
basiS. Hewever, his services wélre terminated by an erder
dated 17-7-97 witheut fellewirg the principles of natural
justice. The spplicant therefere filed OA.1096/97 against
the erder of terminatien dhidﬁ'was allewed by an erder
datéd 26-8-97 and the applicant was reinstated in service
as Night Watchman, Hewever, accerding to the applicent,

since the respendents were bent upen dispensing with the

services ef the applicent, anether erder eof terminatien was
passed en 27-10-97 in Proceedings Ne,AHP(N)/Bisc/97-98 the
tenability ef which is challenged in the present OA. ,

3, The legality of the impugnred erder is alse attacked or
the greund that it was not a speaking erder. There was
ne hention about the alleged misconduct. Accerding te the

applicant, he was subjected te harassment by the respendents

for seeing te it that the applicant wes remeved frem service

under ene pretext er anether,

4., ‘The applicant is alleged to have attempted te cemmit the

effence of theft, The Assistant Superintendent ef Pest

Offices, Nerth Sub-Divisien was directed by the Senier
Superintendent ef Pest Offices, Hyderabad City Divisien -
enquire into the case, One G, Ramesh said in his state
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17-7-37. It was feund in the investigatien that khe hinges
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that he ceuld met epen the Treasury en 17-7-1997 due to
bending ef hinges ef the leck and iren belts eof the Treasury
reem., He therefore, psperted the matter te the Sube
Pestmaster, Sanathnagar Industrial Estate Pest Office, wheo en
examining the facts reperted the matter te the Senier

guperintendent of Pest Offices, Hyderabad.Cilty Divisien en

eof the leck and the iren belts were feund bent which was the
result ef the attempted theft en the night ef 16-7-97., The
aprlicant was remanded te the pelic¢custedy for twe days in
connectiﬁn with the said effence., Accerding te the respendents
the investigatien revealed that there was invelvement ef the
applicamt in the attempted theft and he was absent en that
night, which discdesed that the Centingent Night Watchman
utterly failed in discharging his duties and en that greund
his services were terminated witheut netice and that ne
departmental enquiry was conducted as the applicant was only‘a
coentingent werker paid en daily wage basis., It is further
stated by the respendents that in accerdance with the erder
pa;sedzieegA.1996ﬁ97 the épplicant was reinstated in service
andriwghow cause notice dated 22-9.97 was issued to the
applicant, He submitted his explanatien en 22-9-97 itself
and before any Qction ceuld be taken the Sub-postmaster,
Sanathnagar Industrial Estate pest Office, again reperted vide
nis letter dated 9-10-97 that the centingent Night Watchman
was net bshaving preperly and was finding fault with the ‘
superiers, Further accerding to the respendents, the appli-
cant's services were terminated en 27-10-97 in view of the
fact that the applicant was enly & centingent worker, he was |
paid en daily wage basis and ne rules relating te transfer,
punishment etc, were gpplicable te him. It was revegled in
.3 |
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the investigatien ef the case against tflqe applicant that
the attempted theft eccurred due to ,t;x% negligence eoff :ﬁe’
part of the applicant whe was en duty as Night Watchman and
therefore, according t:o the respendents, the attempted | '
theft was net a cencected Stcry.
5, In the case ef State of Bihar vs, Gepikishere Prasad
(AIR 1960 SC 689) the Censtitutien Bench ef the Supreme
Ceurt held that the discharge being clearly by way ef
punishment, he was entitled te pretectien of Article 311(2)! ,'Q"r;_‘.
and that since the petitiener had been wrengly deprived of?
that pretectien, his remeval frem service was nmet in
accerdance with the requirements ef the Censtitutien and
therefere ceuld net be sustained. In para-3 ef the zhove |
decisien, the Supreme Ceurt held that if instead of ‘
terminating such a persen's service witheut any enquiry,
the empleyer chese to held an enquiry inte his alleged
misconduct,' or -1ne£fj.ciency, or feor seme similar reasen,
thevterminatien of service is by way e¢f punishment, ‘
because it puts a stigma en hiz competence Vand thus affects
his future career and therefere, he was entitled te
pretectien of Article 311(2) ef the Censtitutien. In the
concluding part ef the judgement, the Supreme Ceurt ‘
ebserved in para-6 that theugh the respendent was enly a
prebatiener, he was discharged frem service apparently
becguse the Gevernment had en encuiry, ceme te the cenclu-
sien, rightly er wrengly, that he was unsuitable fer the pept |
he held en probatisn. The Supreme Ceurt further held.that‘
 if Gevernment came te the cenclusien that the respendent was
net a fit and preper persen te held the pest in public
sexvice of the State, it ceuld discharge him witheut hoidiz;g
oo,
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any enquiry inte his alleged miscenduct. 1f the Gevern-
ment proceéaed against him in that manner witheut casting anj
aspertions en his heneaty and competence, his discharge
would net in law have the effect of remeval frem service by

way eof punishment and he ceuld therefere have ne grievance ‘

te wentilate in any ceurt, 1Instead ef taking that easy coursL,

the Gevernment chese the mest difficult ene ef starting

preceeding against him and branding him a3 a dishenest and an

incempetent efficer, He had the right, in these circumstances,

to insist upen the protectien ef Article 311(2) ef the |

Censtitutien and that pretectien net having been given te hin
he had the right te seek his redress in the Ceurt,
6. | In the case befere us, the applicant was net a prebatie!

but he was appeinted en temperary basis, Apart frem the same

the shew cause notice in the case befere us had been duly 1sHued

en 22.9-97, The applicant alse gave his explanatien, ef ceur
denying all allegations made against him, But accerding te
the learned ceunsel far the spplicant, the shew cause netice
was an empty fermality and that the respendents did net
consider the centents ef the explanatiea, Further accerding
te the learned ceunsel fer the applicant, the shew-cause
netice was the censequential actien taken by the respendents
in implementatien of the erders of the Tribunael in the

earlier OA.1096/97 and in precess of the same the services ef

the applicant came te be terminated. The positi&e-

A2 ovs

preef that en 16-10-97 a similar incident eccurred after the
applicant‘completely discharged his duties, which was breught
te the netice ef the higher autherities but the higher
autherities did net censider the #ame and en the eother hand,
served a shew cause netice fer terminatien. Further,
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- gecerding te the app'licaat; the impugned erder alse

" virtue of his pesitien as Night Watchman was expected te

h5
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gesérves te be quashed and set aside en acceunt ef the
fact that the stigma en the character and cenduct ef the
applicant steed attached by the impugned erder witheut
recerding a findirg that the applicant was guilty and
witheut cenducting any eaquiry apart frem ﬁpe fact_that
the cemplaint was uithdriun'by the respendents themselves,
The applicant alse pleads that the terminatien erder did
net centain any reasen except a bald statamcnt-that cen~-
tinuatien ef the service of the applicant was likely te
serjieusly subvert the discipline/dangereus te sservice and
that thereiwere sufficient reasens to terminate the
services of the applicent witheut stating the reasens.
T Out ef twe censideratiens which may be put aéainst

the appiicant, ene censideratien that the applicant by

exercise a thersugh vigil to ensure that ne such unteward
{ncident toek place precludes the applicant frem seeking
exeneratien from the charges 1ev§;1ea against him, It is
a matter of erdinary prudence that a persen whoese duty it
is te ensure that ne theft is cemmitted er any ether act
of misfeasance takgﬂ place cannet ask fer taking a lenient
view because the defazét committed constitutes ; the basic
and fundamental duttzs of a Watchman,the gravity ef vhich '
in case ef a watchman cépnpt be undermined. It is ;
indicative ef gress negligence en part ef a watchman. It

Ao
is well settled that a persen appelinted as Night Watchman

te ensure that ne theft er any ether effence eof such

nature 1s cemmitted, himself induldes inte such act ef

0.6.
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misfeasance, there cannet be any hesitatien whatseever

en part of the Ceurts and Tribunals te held him guilty.

8. Hewever, there is mne facter which heavily welighs
against the respondent that }n erder te shew cempliancé
with the direction given by the Tribunal in OA.Ne.109%6 ef
1997, 'the respendents merely issued the shew cauze netice
befere venturing te terminate ence again the applicant
frem service em the basis ef the explamatien tendered by
the applicaﬁt in reply te the shew cause witheut fellewiag
the grievance precedure teo £ind eut whether the allegatiens
and imputatien ef metives made againsy. the applicant by !
the department were preved or net er whepher the applicant
succeeded inpreving his inmecence, It is necessary in |
all cases ¢f departmental imquiry that sufficient epper-
tunity sheuld be afferded te the delinquent if the allega-
tiens and ceunter allegatiens are made inasmuch as 1£ was !
incumbent upen the respendents te appeint an Inquiry
Officer and te cenduct regular inquiry as laid dewn in ‘
the disciplinary rules after receipt of the explanatien
frem the applicant in respense te the shew cause netice,
when the earlier Crder in OA.Ne.1096 ef 1997 was passed !
directing reinstatement ef the applicant inte service

and giving 1iberty te the department te issue shew cause |
noticéf? é&é Tribunal did net say that mere shew cause
netice and explanatien ceuld be treated as sufficient te
derive satisfactien that the grievance precedure had been
preperly fellewed, We are firmly ef the epinien that the
respendents have scuttled the precess ef inquiry by
straight away pa@sing the erder ef punishment witheut

afferding an ipportunity of hearing and witheut allewing

.lt-.'?




the applicant te preduce eral and decumentary evidence
pefere ceming te a cenclusien whether the delinquent
ceuld be held respensible fer the charges levelled against
him, Ofceurse, such an eppertunity ef preducing the eral
and decumentary evidence is alse required te be extended
te the department fer ceming te any final cenclusien
whether the charge against the ;pplicant is preved er net.
The purpese ¢f issuing shew cause netice is te enable the
defaulter te State his defence and te preve the same by
examining his witnesses and cress examine the witnesses
which may be preduced by the department. If this exercise
is net fellewed, mere issuance of shew cause netice and
motice A2
the explanatien te the shew cause is net a sufficient

cempliance with the rules and regulatiens relating te

demestic inquiries,

9, In the agbeve view of the matter, therefo;e, we are
net inclined te accept the prepesitien advanced en behalf
of the respendents that the miscenduct i# preved frem the
explanatien submitted by the appliicant in reply te the
shew cause netice, In that view of the matter, therefere,
the OA deserves te be allewed and ence again the respen-
dents can still be granted liberty te precisely and scru-
puleusly fellew ghe grievance precedure as laid dewn in
Rules and net te arrive at an abrupt cenclusien witheut
examining the evidence which may have ceme en recerd and
witheut giving the delinquent an eppertunity ef persenal
hearing and allewing him te preduce any material te shew
his innecence, It is pertinent te nete that the Respen-~
dents at this stage cannet escape frem cenducting & fulle

an
fledged inquiry when ere they did net dispute the

-‘..8




legality ef the directien given by the Tribunal in the

~eariier GA te issue shew cause netice.

10. 1In the result,_therefore, the OA 12 gllewed, The

impugned Order issued by the first respendent bearing

Ne.ASP(N) /Disc/97-%3, dated:27-10-1997 is hereby quashed

and set aside., Ne cests, .The applicant, 1if rempved,?
sheuld be reinstated ferthwith with full back wages. |
, o |
. N ‘ ‘
IS J‘/L :
( H.RAJENDRR PRASAD )} ( D.H.NASIR )}
MEMBER (ADMN) VICE CHAIRMAN
071 Jyn 95. '
J\
' DATED; ‘3 - doy 4 Twee a8 - - ﬁf_’}—
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il THE HIGE COURT OrJUSICATURD: ANDERA PRALDE

SH:AT ZZDERASAD..

( FECIAL ORIGINAL GURISEICTION)

WEDHESDA Y THE THENTYSSVINTS DAY CF FEBRUARY
TR TEOUSAND AND TWO

THE SON'HLZE MR,JUSTICE: B. SUCERSHAN REDDY

AND
TEE ON'ILE MR, JUSTICE: V. ESWARAIAH

WRITFETITION Noo,2355 of 1$99
Setween:

l.‘\ést.azpezintendegt of Post offices,
HZycerabac North Sub.divisicn,Hyderabad,

2. The rosmaster, SNIE Fost offices,
S3pathnagar,Hyderabad,

Ang

P 2iadaa iohan Reddy s/0.Yadava Reddy,
Sanathnagar,dyderabad.,
- .Respondent.

ees Fetitioners

Petition under Article 226 of the Constituticn of India

PIa3viog that in the circumstances stated in the affidavit filed
Jerein the High court will be rleased to issue an &cpropriate
wLit,order or directios more particularly one in tae nature of ,

certiorari by calling Zor tne records of tae Centra2l Admnini-

Strative Tribunal ,Hyderabad Bench in O.A.No.1554/1997 and quash
theret :

tne orders pxxsamni dated: 01-06-1999 made D,

For the petiticners:Mr.C.V,.Rmulu, sc for Central Govt,

For the Reswndenf:ﬁr.v.v.iiarasimha Rao.*‘dvocate.

The court made the following arder: -
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the Tribunal gave liberny to the peutioners herein to proceed further
against the respondent-appiicant in accordance with the rules after
1ssuing show cause notice.

It is ciear from a bare reading of the order passed by the
Central Administrative Trbunai that it had interfered in the marter
and set aside the order of termination on the ground that the
petitioners herein failed to comply with the principles of natural
justice. In the circumstances. the Tribunal directed the necessary
show cause notice to be issued by the petitioners herein 10. the
respondent-applicant before passing an¥ order against him.

| It is evident from the record that pursuant to the directions of
the Central AdMiSﬁﬁ\’C Tribunal, the petitioners herein have
reinstated the respondent-applicant into the service followed by a
show cause notice dated 22-9-1997 requiring the: respondent-
applicant to submii his explanation as to whyv his services should
not be tenhinated for “dereliction and imperfectness” in discharge
of his duties. The precise allegation against the respondent-
applican—t, accordin_'g to jthe said show cause notice, is that on
16-7-1997 he was on duty and there was an attempted theft on the
very same mght at SNIE Post Oﬂice due to which hinges of the
lock used fo: t;easu_r\:-;oo11; ot SNIE Post Ofﬁce were completely

bent and ring of the hinges located at upper pornon of the treasurv

door was also found broken It is alleged in the sa:d show cause

a— - -
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THE HONOURABLE SRI JUSTICE B.SUDERSHAN REDDY
AND
THE HONORUABLE SRIJUSTICE V.ESWARAIAH

W.P.No.23656 of 1999

Or d e r: (Per B.Sudershan Reddy. J)
This writ petition is directed against the decision of the
Central  Administrative  Tribunal. Hvderabad Bench in

O.ANo.1334 of 1997. dated- 1-6-1999 where under the Tribunal

quashed the impugned order paswdb\e the first petitioner herein .

dated 27-10~1997 terminaﬁng the services of the respondent-

applicant as contingent night watchman. The order passed by the

Central Administrative Triblinél is-eha'ﬂenged on various grounds.

It mav be necessan to bnein ‘notice the relevant facts

——

leading to filing of this wnit peﬁﬁegi a

There is no dispute ‘xhaisoewr‘tilat the respondent-applicant.

herein was appointed as part tu:ne contmaent night watchman on

T

5-8-1993 m the office of the P::m Master, SNIE Post Office.

.l".

Sanathnagar. Hvderabad His sen‘:cee were terminated bv an order

dated 17-7-1997. The reSpondent-apphcant filed O.A.No. 1096 of

2 e e

1997 agmnsi the smd order otﬁtermnauon betore the Cenu'al-

a.--u

Admunslram’e Tnbunal :Tl:_le Tn'bunal by its order dated

B tf_ -

2&9—1997 allowed the smd Ongmal Apphcatlon ﬁled bv the_‘

o - -

respondent—apphcant dlrectmg the peuuoners herem to reinstate the

et

respondent-apphcant into the sennee as mg;ht watchman Howe\rer

— mar e
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The respondent-applicant once agam challenged the said
order in O.A.No.1554 of 1997 before the Cenrtral Administrative
Tribunai. The Tribunal after ap elaborarte consideration of the

matter aillowed the sajd Onginal Application fled bv the

granted liberty to the petit.ioners herein 1o “preciselv  and
scrupulousiyv follow ﬂle grievance procedure as lajd down in Rules
and nor to arrive at an abrupt conclusion without examining the
evidence which may have come on record and without giving the
delinquent an opportunity of persopal hearing and allowing him to
produce anv material to show hJ.s Innocence.™ It is that order which
is impugned in this writ petition.

. The learmed Standing Counsel for the Central Government

appearing on behalf of the petitioners herein contends that there is

applicant before his services are terminated for the simple reason
that the respondent-applicant is '6n1y 4 part time contingent

emplovee. Therc are no rules as such in force compelling the

petmoners herem to make or initiate dlsmplman or depamnental

enquiry aeamst such part tnne contmgent emplowees It is

. submitted that the petltloners have complied with the principles of
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notice that there was an attempted thett on the trcasun of the Post
Oﬂ‘ice and the respondent-applicant was ‘nor on Guty as night
watchman on that dawvnight and it was apparent that he has allowed
somebody else to do the duty. The respondent-appiicant submitted
his explanation to the said show cause notice on 6-10-1997.

Be that as it may, the petitioners herein served another show
cause notice upon the _respondent—applicént on 13-10-1997
requiring his explanation in the matter as to why he made a
compiaint directlv with thfa police authorities on 6-10-1997 about
the attempt to commit theft in the Post Office on 16-7-1997. It is

also alleged that the respondent-applicant had not been properlv

behaving with his superior- oﬂicers. The respondent-applicant

again submitted a detailed explanation on 20" October, 1997,
. The petitioners herein passed an order on 27-10'-1997
terminating the services of the respondent-applicant, which is to the
. fol.lowing effect: R

o ~—Whereas a case has been investipated against Shri P. Madan Mohan
Reddy, the contingent Night Watchman of S\’IE P.O.

" And whereas it is cohsxdemd that continuance of Shrj P.Madan Mohan
_Rcddy as connngcm Night Watchman n S\IIE P.O. would likelv to scriously

subvert dlscxphnezdanger 1o the service. ' _ _ .
" 7 And ‘Whereas said Shii . Madan Mofan Reddy has given a written
exp]manon Whgailasbecnmmdm byﬂlc undersigned. ... @

Now ﬂwtefore m 'cxermse of the powe-rs confcned’vmted the
undemgned hereln te:mmatm the servxces of Shri P. Madan Mohan Reddv
commgcn: \lght Watchman. SNIE. P.O., Hyderabad 18 with nnmedzatg

‘-*h

eﬂ'ect.f« o
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even any reference to the averments made in the ¢xplanations
submitted bv the respondent-appiicant to the show cause notces
issued by the petitioners. There are no findings whatscever about
the truth or otherwise of the contents of the explanations submitted
by the respondent-applicant. The petitioners. strangelv. even did
nét refer to the show cause notices issued to the respondent-
applicant. We are of the considered opinion that the impugned
order passed bv the petitioners dated 27-10-1997 is vitiated for
more than one reason; viz., (1) It is violative of principles of natural
justice; and (2) It is contrarv to the earlier directions issued bv the
Central Admini_strati\"e Tribunal i O.ANo.1096 of 1997, dated
26-8-1997. In the circumstam-;cs, the Tribunal rightly quashed the
impugned order. We find it di{ﬁcult to uphold the order dated
27-10-1997 passed by the petitioners.

In the circumstances, this writ petition is disposed of
confirming the order passed by the Centrai Administrative Tribunal
dated 1-6-1997 in O.A.No.1554 of 1997 so far as it relates to
quashing of the order dated 27-10-1997 passed by the petitioners.
Consequenﬂ_{f, the respondent-app-lit;.ant is entitled to be reinstated
n teﬁns of the directions of the Tribunal.

- But, however, we make it cléar that there 1S no need to make

any regular departmental enquiry as such against the respondent-

applicant. All that is required to be done by the petitioners is to

ENN
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natural justice by issuing necessanv shm‘\' cause notices to the
respondent-applicant in terms of the directions of the Tribunai in
0.ANo.1096 of 1997, dated 26-8-1997. It is submitted by the
learned Central Government Standing Counsel that the Tribunal
committed a serious error in directing. the petitioners herein to
initiate disciplinary enquiry in accordance with the rules and to

follow the -grievance procedure’. There is no such procedure in

vogue, is the submission made by the learned Standing Counsel.
The learned couns'el."fer the respondent-applicant could not

show and bring to the nouce of this court any statutorv rules in

u..«dun/&/

opemnon under which the—peutxoners are/ obligatd& to initiate
departmental or dlsmplma_ry_ enquiry even against a part time.

contingent employee. In.the circumstances, we are unable to

L e

subscribe the view expressed, by the Tribunal that a detailed enquirv
in accordance with the ‘gde;ence. procedure' is to be held against

. the respondent-apphcant We accordmglv set aside that portion of

the order. o _‘__ L e

But the question that remams for conmderauon 1s as to

e r-.

whether the- impugned order dated 27-10 1997 passed bv the

petmoners herem is vahd in, !aw?

-“ --q-—-v.-l

‘ The petmoners hereln havmg reeened the explananons from
*‘r'

the reSpondent-apphcant faﬂed even to advert to the eontents of the

"f-..._-
"

L e e

T wexplanahons submltted by the respondent—apphcant There is_not
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properiy consider the explanartions submitted by the respondent-
applicant and provide him an opportunity of personal hearing. if he
so desires, and permit him to place his version bv producing either
oral or documentary evidence, as the cﬁsc may be. The petitioners
shall take into consideration the contents of the explanations
already submitted by the respondent-applicant and the evidence. if
any. to be let in bv him and accordingly pass an appropriate order,

which should be a speak_ix_lg order. It shall be open to the

. petitioners to forthwith set the proceedings in motion.

2,

3.
4,
5.

The writ petition is aGCOI’dIIlEI\r dlsposed of. There shall be

no order as to costs.

=

ST Sa/-P .V.Radhak £ shna Rao,
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Hyderabad,
The Asgt. Super:intendent of Post off.tces.
Hyderabad North Sub.Divi sion,Hyderabad,

The post Mast:er,SNIE post ofﬁces. Sanathnagar.ﬂyderabad

Two G.D.mpies.
one c.c.to Hr.V.V.Naras._tmha Rao Advocate.(OPUC)

[ -,

» L - . =
. - . - - g
: = ememan -
- .- T .
. i e bl .
- - i ‘« e -
- . .. A
- PORP - .
£ . A :
.- -
d - . _—
W ot -
. ‘- S
- . J . . - . . [T -
e L N . . -
h O o - - - "
- . e - . - S - Jor— . "
PSS, ¢ —ye e . o
D R e - - " . S —_—-
. T — whl - - - - —
.‘_--. - - - - . -
R . e »~ - - -
ooy " - ——at T - i .-
= G o . - e - . - -
- LT — e b A . Al e
— - . o I, -7 ht
- . . . - ~ erm A e
- . N - -
. R, . —— R s -
- e - - TEET Tu L Bt . -
- - - - N .

i

\




\\ "~ Deputy Regigtrar,

?}(qu Hom'ble Ulf‘E-*Chaye/;f- ATINY
/7 ; - - L-ﬁ..rﬁr‘/(\\r\ /

A Mrilt Petition vas filed in the High-L

by &af'{éiftjiiljiil

\ Hia (lo:& QMO . 2b| 0000
J 1 0 2b|2-e0

CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL: HYDERASAD BENCH: HYDERABAD

WRIT ~PETITION nO. 2%b §L
RN AN B /1993

/1999

ourt of Andhra Pradesh

& @W«jﬁrm t2ne VS

_against the Q,daf73udgment of this Hon'bld Tribunal dt ‘\\E\CTﬁ

and

Ercfea
.‘

(

hen

UL

Ho

HO

made in d.’g’.‘No

EERICES

High Court was pleased to D4

The
Interim Suspension/3¢ey/Notice the.operation of Judgment

IS S

T e Judgment of the Tribumal in o0va NG 19 S77?\
) e Qt#“

-8 rhe Hinh Court of Andhra Pradesh enclosed
ewith for pErUqu.
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U™ L4 dHE HIGH CJURT OF JiLICAWUKR:ANDHRA PRADEGH: - AT i

THJRLDAY THE Ta<wTIsTH DAY OF JANUARY
™0 THS.BAWD Caeor el L LA

| PRASE ST - 5@
DR, JUSTICE rOTILAL B, NAIK

- " AND
TiE. (ON'BLE MR, JUSTICE S,ANANDA REDDY

T HON'BLS

W P.M,P.NO. 20711 of 1999
in
4. P.HO. 23656 Of 1999

1, Asst, Superintendent of Post Offices,
Hyderabad North Sub-Division, Hyderabad,
2. ThePost Master, SNIE Post Offices,
Sanathnagar, Hyderabad, : '
... Petitioners/Petitioneys
in W.P.,No, 23655/99 on the

file of the High court,

and :
, P.Madan dohan Reddy | o |
_qjtjg\ . .. +Respondent/Respondant | ,
- - - Cin do |

-

COUNEL FOR THE PETITIGNER: Mr,B,Adinarayand Kau,wm., awese-— :
77 T Standing counsel, ;
m*\ﬁﬁ‘) '

the Aign cuuPt*&s}ﬁm*FLlei;undér S¢gtipn 151 of C,P,C.praying that
(5/ Central administrative Tribunal, Hyderabad Bench rn osaiei.bu_the
& dated 1-6~99 pending the W.P.No. 23656/99 on the file of the

L High court,

. The court, while directing issue Of notice to the
respordents herein to show cause why this anplicatiog should not’
he complied with made the following ordex(The receipt of this
order will be deemed {0 be the receipt of notice in the case), ;

ORDEh: INTZRIM SULPRSSION, NOTICE, _ _ _ J

54/~ SULTANA BEGUM
ASSISTANT REGISTRA

// txue copy//
‘ for Assist Registrar
V : N S

Gentral Administrative Tribunal, Hyderabd&? ‘Bench, Hyderabad.
2, P,Madan ¥Mohan Reddy, S/uv.Yadava Reddy, Sanathanagar,Hyderabad,
3. One CC toMr, B.Adinarayama Rao, §r,Central Govt,Standing.Counsg) .

High court of A,P ,Hyderabad{OUT)
4., Two Spare Conhies, ' :

Re - _
- R %
- . ' el SRV, -
i L """ﬂ-un-m
]
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