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-§Z£ﬁé R4 CENTR%L AUDMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL: HYDZRABAD BENCH

Wednasdqyithdl4th day of June 2000

i PRESENT

The Hin'ble Mr.Justice D.H. Nasir, Vice=Chairman
:I and =-

The fon'ble Shri S.MANICKAVASAGAM, ADMINISTRATIVE MEMBER

R.A.NOs. 17 of 2000 in OA No.719 of 1999

" R.A.No. 18 Of 2000 in OA No.742 of 1999

R.A.NO.17/2000 OR NC.719

s of 1999
1. Appi Reddy

2. T.Rama Mohan

3.5.Venkateswara Rao

4.S.Se§hacalpa Sail .o - Review applicants.. Applicants

R.A.N0.18/2000 ©Oa 742/99

’

l.T.Vijaya Raghava Rao

2.T.Srinivas .

3.P.Muttaiah’

4.A.Se$hagirr Rao

5.R€Chakrapani

6.VfVenkatesQarlu

7.R{§§inivas i ++ Review applicants .. Applicants
Vs.

1.The Union of India rep.

| (R

by the Chairman
-+ Respondents in R.A.No.17 of 2000 y

Telecom Commission

o ) and O A NO.719/1999
New Delhi-110 001

2.The Chief General Manager

A.P.Telecom Circle

aAbids ‘

Hyderabaa
3.The Divisivnal Engineer
Microwave rroject

Vijayawgda

: ‘ |
4.Thé sub-vivisinnal Engineer ﬂﬁp
Inst.llation, Tax Builaing
Vijayékaua
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1.The Union of India rep. by the
' Chairman, Telecom Commission
New Delhi
2.The Chief General Manager
Andhra Pradesh Telz=com Circle
Abids, Hyderabad
3.The Telecom Mistrict Munager
Nalgonda
4.The Telecom District Manager
Khammam ++« Respondents in R.A, 18 of 2000
and OA No,742/9¢9
Mr.R.Yogender Singh ++» Advocate for the review
appiicants in both the
RAs
Hr.,Rajeswara Rao .. Advoczte for the resgondznts
in R.A.NO.17 of 2000
Mr.B.N.Sharma .+ Advocate for the respondents in

RA No.18 of 2000
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Order:Pronounced by the Hon'ble ghri S.MANICKAVALAGAM
MEMBER(A)

We havé perused the sverments in the
afficavit filed in support of the review applicationd.
2. In the mainOA Nos.719 of 1999 and 742/99
the relief sought for was to permit the applicants
to sit for the JTOs emeination scheduled in May 1999
by setting aside tne impugned order dated 22.3. 1999
insisting upon the service limit of five years under the
15% quott.
3. When the main OAs were taken up for
fiﬁal disyo..al, aumitt :dly the examinaticns were
held as scheduled in the Yyear 1999 and therefore
the reilief sougnt for has no relevance. In other wordq,
the VAs have become infructuous. In the reply filed
by thé resﬁondents in the main OAﬁiit was averred
by the respondents that : 88 per rules, tlie period
of five years experience is mandatory along with other
qualifying standards. The OAs were dismissed with an
Observation that as and .hen the “pplicants complete the
required gualification both in terms of education or
Otherwise, ti.ey may be Called/tgogyply for the post of
JT0 by writing ex-mination ete. In view 0f the above
obsérvations. we do not find any merit in the R.A.
Further no error apparent on the face of record has
been pointed out in the affidavit filed in support
of the R.As. If the applicants want relief which are of
different nature, the remedy lies elsewhere and not

by filing R.As.

4, ln the lignt of the discussion hbove, we hold
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that these ©As are devoid of merit and are

accordingly dismissed,

There will be no order as
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to costs,



