CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL (?
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New Delhi, this -15th  day of Narch,,1994.

© HON'BLE aHﬁI C.J.ROY, MEMBER (3)
HON'BLE SHRI P.T.THIRUVENGADAM, MEMBER (A).

Shri Jhuri Ram s/o

Shri Ram Nadan, .

r/o Railway Cclony, )

Rewari Distt .Mchindergarh, soPpplicant,

(By Shri V.P.Sharma, Advocate)

Vs,

Unicn of India throughs

1. General fManager,
Northiern Rajlway, Barodg House,
NBU Dalhl. .

2, Divxsional Railway Manager,
Northern Rajilway, Bikaner,

3, Divisioral Commercial Supdt,,
Nort hern Ra;luay, Bikaner, «eRespondents

(By Shri 0.P.Kshtriya, Aduocate)

y ORDER (ORA L)

HON'BLE SHRI C.J.ROY

\

The applicant before his superannuat ion
on. 31-1=-89 uvas uorkiné as TTE af Rewari in the
Bikaner Division of Northern Railway, The applicant
was t;angferred from Bikaner Division to Allahabad
Division on 18-7-81 which was challenged by the |
applicanﬂ in the court of Sub Judge, Narnaul, It
is explained by the_applicént that though an interim
order 39 Rule 1 & 2 ués passed on 19-8-81 by the
Civil Court to maintain status quo, but he was not
allowed to j&in duty in'the'béginnihg but subssquently
ho was allcued fo?join his normal duty with effect
from 26-3-86., The suit was dismissed on 15-4-83.
The appllcant preferred an appeal against the orders
bafore the sttrict Judgs, Narnaul and during its

pendency,he was served with a charge=sheet on* 13-2=g§4
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(An,AI) uhich is reproduced as under:-

) "Shri Jhuri Ram Shastri, TTE/Reqari
reported sick in the Railuay Hospital,
ﬁeuari on 227?-81 and was given fit
coertificate to the CT}/Roua;i nor reported
himself for duty. He remained absent
from duty from 1-8-61 till he resumed
duty on 25-3-83 without any informat ion,

He rimained on unauthorised absence from
- 1=8=61 to 24-3-84,
‘Qy his above act Shri Jhuri Ram Shastri g
failed to maintain devction to duty thereby
contravened Rule 3(i)(ii) of the Railuay

Services Conduct Ruleé,_196§.“

2, Since it was a minor penalty case, no

-inquiry was held and the Divisional Railuay Manager,

Bikaner'vida'his orders dated 2-4-85, imposéd\the
punishment of withholding of increment for tub
years without the effect of postponing future
increments., Against this order,-the representation
dated 12-9~-85 made by .the applicant was rejected
by the Divisional Railuay Manager, Bikaner vide

his orders dated 8-4-86, Againat this order, the
applicant has come to this Tiibunal praying for
quashing the orders of the charge-sheet and the
orders of'punishment imposed on him for withholding

of tuwc increments,

AN

3. The respondents have filed counter reply
and have raised preliminary objection that this

O.A. is barred by limitation,

4. - In view of the fact that we are dealing

with the case on the point of limitation, we are
not going into merits of the case, It is pertinent
to mention that on the point of~1imitation. no

rejoinder has been filed, The charge sheet was
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1ssued on 13=-2=-84 and the ropresentation made -

LL} ovelee dahaf 2-4-83
by the applicant against @ml gff_uas rejected
on B~4-1986. The D.A, is filed on 31-1-1989,
There is a delay of more than two years in .filing
the DA, ufs 21 of the Central Administrative
Tribunals Act, 1985, Thserefore the case is

dismissed on the point of limitation, NoO costs,

(PVJ.)«Q‘
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(P+T.THIRUVENGADAM) (c.J.ROY)
Membasr (A). Member (J)



