ORIGINAL APFLICAT ION NO. 67 of 1988

| Kant i Swaroop Bhatnagar, - : | _' *
L7 e - Son of Sri
| Designat ion and office

el in which emp loyed before |
cedsing to be employment, s E
.iﬂ.IAppltam .

(BY ADVOCATE SRI RR Shukla & Sri J.K.Saksena.)

;

|

| . j

Versus T

1. Union of India throuah General Manager, N.E.
Railway, Gorakhpur.

" T

2, Divisional Railway Manager,
N.E.Railay, Izatnagar,

Bareilly, ivess coRaspondents.
(BY ADVOCATE SHRI V.K.GOEL)
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This application was filed under Section 19 of

the Administrative Tribunals Act, 1086 seeking @ number

] I'.J
of reliefs. These are :- s

(1) a direction to the respondents to reqularise
various periods of suspension ment ioned in

of pay and allovances less subsisténce allowa

-




fi ii) Direct ian to the msﬁs@ﬂ&em&s ﬁ _ 
applicaf?t: with effect from 1. 1,1"' ,
of Guard Grade 'A' Special.in

(iv) A direction to the respandefrtq to mtify hig
date of birth on the basis of the verifiua‘tiw

_ and certificate issued by Principal S.V.Inter

| : College, Rareilly and to pay the pay and

% fi allorances alongwith other service hemefits wiﬂs

effect from 1.,4.84 to 31.,5.84,

&, - i "
i gy s —.-'a-.-_v-nq—i-ga-.

2% From the averments of the O.A. it appears that
the applicant was placed under suspension in various
spells, He vas initially under suspension from

1 14,12,1967 to 28,12,1967, He was wﬂ«}cf “:’" o s,
zﬂ.if-_follwinq spells ﬁ&rsus{z_’:ens—ion - : 3
(1) 3.1C,1968 to 18,1C.19%8 .4
(1i) 20.7.1970 ' te'2%5,7.1976
(1ii) 6.1,1976 to 14,1,1976 |
(iv) 28.2.1983 to 07.3.1983 §

(v) 28.,1.1984 to0 17.,2.1°84
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It has been claimed that in nore of the
cases any charqges against the applicant was proved,
yet during 2ll these periods, the applicant was only p
paid subsistdnce allowance and these periods were not |

regularised as periods o‘n duty.
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- considered. In view of this we ﬂnl"r amﬁe e

relief regarding regular isation of s:tmm ﬂﬁi@ﬂ M :

4, i aprears from the counter-aff id‘avi‘t—.,—, fileﬁ
by the respondents that the sprlicant retired from smxrwi
service with effect from 31.3.1984, So far as the earﬁ&r'
periods of suspension are concerned, these are cleagly
barred by limitation and we see no reason to interf=re
with the same. Sven the last period of suspension i.e.
28,1,1984 to 17,2,1984 is also beyond reriod of |
limitation as the application was filad only on 11 .1 .88
which is mearly four years after the cause of action b |
arisen. The respondents have admitted that this period
of suspension vas not followed by any ordér of pemalty
as the disciplindry action could not be cnncluded: The
applicant having retired with effect from 31,3,1984,

The respondents should have tissued an order either
imposing pendalty or iﬂﬁ% proceedings and also l
indicating how the period of suspension would be
treated, However, since the matter is being considered

almost four years after initiation of proceeding, we
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do not g3we calliupon, isee this period also at this
stage,
o S In view of the foreqgoing, we are of the view
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that relief,with regard to reqularisation of s.uspe.nsie&ﬁ%-

period are wholly time=barred, Various other reliefs
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