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n he refrre tc th teoorbr or not ? 

Whether thoir Lordh in uigh to sac bhe fur 
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BR 3) . 	This is sxi application uY er section 19 

of the P1rntnjetr ttjve Jribunals !ct, 1935 praying therein 

to quash bhe im:'ried arier which is said to have been 

passed by the General Manager,South astorn Railways 

e:erising his revisional jurisdiction under Iuie 2 

of hhe P.ailway 9ervnts DisciDitn3 nd Appeal) RU1OS 

reviewing the order of the disciplinary autherity of the 

ebit toner dropping the proceeding initiated 	 e 

pebitLoner on an allegation of shortage of certan 

railway properties 	kept in the custody of the petitioner 

2. 	 Shortly stated the facts of the case 

are tht the ptibiorier was a Matron Grade 11.1 in the 
stab toned 

South Eastern Railway liospital/at Khurda Road. She was 

asked to show ca..ise for being resr)onsible for the 

shortage in stores whose valUe would be about P:e6, 533 .91. 
The petitioner submitted her explanation denyin the 

charges and 	nquiry was conducted on the direction 

f the cliscilinary authority. The Inquiry C 

held the petitioner to be not guilty of the e 

rid the disci)ljfl'ry authority agreed with the firidL: 

and dropped the ereceediri . 1'ae General Manager, S.f. 

Railways, vide his order dated 11 .3.1986 ( Annexure-3) 

exerctsinr his jurisdiction under Fule 25 of the Railway 

Servants ( Discipline & Appeal ) Rules, 1963 direct:d 

the matter to be re-ooened and a denovo iri 	v ' H 

L'. liLLi 	 oeuriuui. {hLt 
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be actod upon as it has been passed by the General 

Manager far beyond the prscrihed period of limitation. 

Rule 25 con  

authorities 

4. In 

contained in the proviso to Rule 2 (i) is relev:r 

the present purpose . Mr. MohaLatra , 	lo 

Stdjn Counsel appearing for th 3 r 	 5 t 

that there is no prescribed limitation for a Geoer'L 

Manager exerc.' 	S 

It runs thus 

it provide 
this rule shalLi be initiabed hy 
(a) an appellate authorityobher than 
the President or (b) the revi ew1n 
authorities ia: 	u 77 

of sub-rule (i 

Ci) more than sx months after the ' 
of the order to he reviewed in ca. 
where Lb is proposed to impose Cr 
enhance a nenalty, or modify P 
to the d et i- 
servant; o 

(ii)more than 
of the order o—I.e bo be reviewc 
in cases where it is proposed to 
reduce or cancel the. penalty impss 
or modify the order in fav•u-' •f 
railway servant. 

Note (i) The time limits for review 
mentioned in this proviso ehllb 
reckoned from the date of issue of the 
order,-, proposed to he reviewed .in CaSes 
where original order has been upb1d or 
modified or set 3ide by the appellate 
authority, the time-limit shall be reo' 
from  
orders. 

(2)When rH 	 - 
Board or bhe den era! Manag or 

C!t a ZonaP Railway or on authority of the statu 
of a General Manager in any other aiiway 
tinit or Administration, when they are 

her than the t'lte uth.orit;. 



the .krestdent, even he is the appellate 
authority, this can he done without 
resriction of ay time-limit 11• 

The note appended to the said proviso clearly lays 

dewn tht the preecrihed perto.: of limitation has no 

)licaLon to Le ordrs :)ased y the General Manager. 

stbedly , the General Manager is not the appellate 

:horitr 	of the petitioner wh. Lh could have divested 

power conferred on him under Rule 25 (2) .Admtttedly 

ippellate authority of the petitioner is the Chief 

eel 3upc.rintendent. Therefore, we are of opinion 

at there is no limitation prescribed so far as the 

General Mano:o. 	icceraed while exereisth 	his 

po;ers under Le 2 . Though this contention has 

found place in the application.presented into the 

Tribunal,, during the course of argument H'. 	Murty 
'-. 

very fairly and rightly conceded to the position at no 

limitation is prescribed for the General Manager 

.,. 	to exercise his powers under iule 25' . Therefor, 

c 	.YTW 	the aforesaid case of the eetiioner which fin 

ace in the original application has no merit. at all. 

such circumstances , we hold that the order unI' :r 

allenge cannot he struck down on the ground that 

is barred 	liiibaion. .s regards merttof the 

im ugned. order,is do not like to interfere with the 

discretion of the General Manager in passi 	the 

impugned order because no rnalfide or bias havtn 

pleaded against the General Manager, we think th 

we will not be justified in laying our haftis for 

t th:st,' 
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If. Murty submitted haL 

Uer , th.e Tribunal should give some relief 

iotier in regard to her choic.r1: 	7 

flco counsel. Law gives a right to dI':•::t 

urly defend himself and adequate opportunity 

given to every government servant to properT 

rend himself/herse1. 	It ws mentioned to Us tat 

petLtionr had choen one Mr. D.S.N.Sharma stationed 

Khurda i.oad to defend thepetitjoner e The authorities 

ot ion but unfortunately Sri Sharma could not 

available during the inquiry for soma cortafT 
tr'-,tive reasons . Taking into consideration the 

ity of the facts and circumstances of the Case y  we 
direct that the said Mr. Sharma  he m'de available 

o defend the petitioner on the date/ dates of inquiry 

and the inquiry sDuId take place at Khurda Road. The 

inquiry should h3 dprd of as soon as possible 

7referahly within four months from the date of rceipt 

of he 3udguent by 	 No.2. 

3ubject to the aforesaid observations, the 

i-em1,) er 

3 

........... 
Vice Chairman. 

18.3.86. 
Central dm inistr-.t ive Tribunal, 

Cutta&t Bench Cuttnc. 
The 13th day of Aug ust, 1986/D.C.111oy. 


