
BEFORE THE CENT-~~"",L ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL 
B.,~VGALOI~E BaKH: Bk\!GALORE 

Dated the lith day of August, 1987. 

Present 

THE HCN I BLE PAR. J STI-,~E K. S. PUTTASVIAMY 	VDC-E CHAIITMAN 

And 

SHIII B.N.JAYAS~*IA, Ha,11 1 BLE VICE CHAIXIIAN(A) 

AiD,alication No.1616 of 1986. 

E.Sriramulu 
S/o Late Ethirajulu, 
45 years, 
No-22/1, Sebapathy Lane, 
Bangalore-1. 	 Applicant. 

i 

(By Shri V.A.Mohan Rangam, Advocate, 	absent. 
Applicant in person). 

Central Electricity Authority 
represented by its Secretary 
'Seva Bhavan'. R.K.Puram, 
New Delhi-66. 

Union of India, 
Ministry of Irrigation and 
Power, by its iMembe-r-Secretary 
Southern Regional Electricity Board, 
29/1, Rare Course 16ad Cross,, 
Bangalore-560 009. 

Bharath Earth Movers Ltd. 

Delet8d vide order of the Court 
dated 1-9-1986- 	. . Respondents. 

(Shri j"A.S.Padmarajaiah, Senior Standing Counsel for 
Central Government,~for respondents.) 

This 
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This application coming on for hearing 

this day, SH"II B.N.JAYASIMIHA, WIVE113- VIL'E CHAIMIAN, 

made the following: 

ORDER 

This is an application filed by a former 

eMployee of the Southern ~-iegional Electricity Board 

(IS-REBI, for shortY, seekinc. declaration that he is 

entitled to cet retirement benefits for the services 

rendered by him during the period 4-12-1964 to 19-8-1976 

in the S.'1 -A'F-B. 

',Vhen the case iias called, the applicant 

himself ca','ne forward to argue his case; but later 

he soucht for adjournment on the ground that his 

,~ounsel is not well. le have declined to adjourn the 

case and proceeded to decide the.case on the basis 

of the submissions made by the applicant. 

The facts of the case are, the applicant 

who was appointed as a Lower Division Clerk on 

4-12-1964 in the SREB continued to work there till 

I'-,-8-lc"76,. He applied for a post in the Lharath - 

Earth 14overs Ltd. (% IEEML I for short), and upon his 

selection, he resigned his post in SREB. He was 

relieved from his duties by an office order No.86, 

dated 20th 17'Aay,1976 by the SREB. He thereafter 

joined service in the BIII'AL. He has been making 

repeated representations to the respondents 1 and 2 

for giving hi-III terminal benefits for the services 

renc.'ered 
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rendered by him in the SREB. Respondents, by a 

Letter No.21/28/74-SELEB-1328, dated 10/14-2-1977, 1 

informed the applicant that he is not entitled for 

the benefit of retirement pension on the ground 

that he did not. hold any substantive appointment 

during the time of his resignation. The applicant 

has been making further representations on the same 

matter, and through, letter dated 28th, Oct-)ber,1985, 

the respondents reilterated that he is not entitled -to 

any terminal benefits. 

It is stated in the -counter that the case 

of the applicant along with others for confirmation 

I was taken up in November,1979 i.e., 3 years after 

the acceptance of his resignation; that no confirma- 

tion could be given to the applicant in his absence 

in the Department land consequently he was not entitled 

to any terminal benefits. 

1 l have clonsidered the rival contentions, 

particularly on the point of limitation. The appli-

cant, as already mentioned, was informed that he was 

not entitled to terminal benefits, in February,1977. 

The applicant did~not.approach any appropriate Court 

of law, but has chosen to make repeated representa-

tions to the departmental authorities. On the ques-

tion whether a final decision reached by an authority 

before 1-11-1982 can be examined by the Tribunal under 

the 



4 

the Act or not, the Principal Bench, in V.K. MEHRA 

-vs.- SECRETARY, reported in ATR 1986 CAT 203, has 

held as follows: 

112 . 	.......................... #.~. 
The Administrative Tribunals Act 
does ot vest any power or autho-
rit y 7 o take cognizance of a grie-
vance arising out of an order made 
prior to 1-1.1-1982. The petitioner 
requests that the delay in filing 

this pplication be condoned. But the 
question is not at all one of condon-
ing the delay in filing the petition. 
It is a question of the Tribunal having 
juris iction to entertain a petition 
in re~pect of grievance arising prior 
to 1-11-1982. 

3. In Recn.No.T-34/85 Capt.Lachhman Singh 
v. Secretary, !'~Iinistry of Personnel and 

Training, we held: 

"The period of three years 
laid down under sub-section(2) 
of Section 21 would have to 
be computed with reference to 
any order made on such a repre-
sentation and not with reference 
to the earlier order . ...... the 
Tribunal would have . urisdiction 

,

under sub-section (23 of Sec.21 
to entertain an application in 
respect of "any order'.' made 
between 1-11-1982 and 1-11-1985". 

The limited power that is vested to 

condone the delay in filing the appli-
catio~ within the period prescribed is 
under Section 21 provided the grievance 
is in respect of an order made wit hin 

3 years 
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1 3 years of the constitution of the 
Tri'Elunal. Though the present peti-
tion is filed N,,dthin six months of 
the constitution of the Tribunal in 
respect ofian order made prior to 
1-11-1985 as contemplated by sub-
section (3) of Section 21, since it 
relates to 'a grievance arising out 

of an order dated '22-5-1981, a date 
more than 3 years immediately preced- 
ing the constitution of the Tribunal, 

this Tribunal has no jurisdiction, 
power or authoiity to entertain the 

petition. 'This p,-Aition~stherefore, 
dismissed. "~ 

I 
This view of the Prini cipal Bench has been applied 

by the other Benches,, in si:nilar inatters. 

1 
6. 	This applical tion is clearly barred by 

limitation and hencel it is liable for dismissal on 

that ground alone. 3e see no reason to consider 

the case on merits. The application therefore 

fails and it is accordingly dismissed. 

No order as to costs. 
I 	 j,/

~l '~ vu 

(K. S. PIUTTAS',VXMY)- 
VICE CHAIIV,,M (J) 

(B. N. JAYASL`AHA) 
VICE CHAIRMAN(A). 

kirn s 
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-CENTRI'L ~,_TID~IST7 _ 7. 1 1JE 	L 
BANGALORE BENCH 

Commercial Complex(BDA), 
Indiranagar, 
Bangalore — 560 038 

Dated 

Application No. 	1616 	 86( F) 

W. P. No 	 _j 

Applicant 
Shri E. Sriramulu 

To 

Shri E. Sriramulu 
No. 22/1 , Sabapathy Lane 
Bangalore - 560 001 

Shri V.A. Mahan Rangam 
Advocate 
No. 24, 9th Main,, IV Block 
Jayanagar. 
Bangalore - 560 011 

The Secretary 
Central Electricity Authority 
Sawa Bhavan 
R. K. Puram 
New Delhi - 110 066  

V/s 	The Secy, Central Electricity Authority 
& another 

The Member-Secretary 
Southern Regional Electricity Board 
29/1, Race course Road Cross 
Bangalore — 560 009 

Shri M.S. Padmarajaiah 
Central Govt. Stnq Counsel 
High Court Buildings 
Bangalore - 560 001 

Sublectg SENDING COPIES OF ORDER PASSED BY THE BENCH IN 

APPLICATION NO. . 	1616/86(F) 

Please find enclosed herewith the copy of the Order/Ix1xx:iMx:@XWKX 

passed by this Tribunal in the above said Application on , 	11-8-87 	0 

Encl. : as above. 	 SECTI N OFFI R 
(JUDICIAL 

Balu* RECEly 
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THE HCI,,, ' ELE 1%111i~. JJSTI ~;E K. S. PUTTAS1,'V'A:v1Y - . . VICE CHAIIUAN 

I 	And 

SHJ:)1I E.N.J.,"%YASINIHA, H,'JOBLE VICE CH -L!%M (A) 

Aalication No-16,16 of 1986. 

E.S--, iramulu 
S/o Late Ethirajulu, 
45 years, 
No.22/1, Sebapathy Lane, 
E-an-::alore-l. 	 Applicant. 

(By Shri V.A.,'.Iohan Ranaam, d4 vocate, 	absent. 
i,pplicant in person). 

-VS.- 

i. ~entral Electricity 1'-,uthority 
represented by its Secretary 
'Seva Ehavani 	K. Purom, 
New Delhi-66. 

"-)'nion of India, 
Ministry of Irrigation and 
Power, by its Member-Secretary 
Southern ~iec4ional Electricity Board, 
29/1, ilace ~Iourse 1~oad Cross, 
E,~nqalore-560 009. 

3. Bharath Earth ',,overs Ltd. 
7-11 	 -ourt Delet6d vide order of the 
dated 1-9-198(. 	 Resoondents. 

hri M.S-1:)ad-narajaiah, Senior Standinq Counsel for 
entral Government, for respondents.)- 

This 



This application corning on for hearing 

this day, SHIII E_. tv, JAYA -3 INIIHA, 	VICE CHAIPJAAN, 

made the following: 

ORDER 

This is an application filed by a former 

employee of the Southern :~ecjional Electricity Board 

PSIREB I , for short), seekinq declaration that he is 

entitled to cet retirement benefits for the services 

rendered by him. during the period 4-12-1964 to 19-8-1976 

in the SiA'EB 

'~V'hen the case was called, the applicant 

himself came forward to argue his case.; but later 

he sought for adjournment on the ground that his 

3ounsel is not well. ~"ie have declined to adjourn the 

case and proceeded to decide th~- case on the basis 

of the submissions made by the applicc-3nt. 

The facts of the case are, the applicant 

who was aoQointed as a Lower Division Clerk on 

4-12-10,64 in the S. EE continued to work there till 

He applied for a post in -the Eharath - 

Earth .-lovers Ltd.('EH;AL' for short), and upon his 

selection, he resicned his post in S-REE* He was 

relieved from his duties by an office order No.86, 

''EE. dated 20th 'Aay,1976 by the S_P~ He thereafter 

joined service in the B' AL. 	He has been making 

repeated representations to the respondents I and 2 

for the services for giving hi- ter.inal benefits 

rendered 
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rendered by him in the SREB. Respondents, by a 

Letter No.21/28/74-SII~F_B-1328, dated 10/14-2-1977, 

informed the applicant that he is not entitled for 

the benefit of retirement pension on the ground 

that he did not hold any sutstantive appointment 

during the time of his resignation. The applicant 

has been making further representations on the same 

matter, and through letter dated 28th Oct--)be.-,1985, 

the respondents reiterated that he is not entitled to 

any ter-ninal benefits. 

It is stated in the -counter that the case 

of the aprlicant along with others for confirmation 

was taken up in Novenh-er,1979 i.e., 3 years after 

the acceptance of his resignation; that no confirmia-

tion could be qiven to the applicant in his absence 

in the Department and consequently he was not entitled 

to any terminal benefits. 

i4e have considered the rival contentions, 

particularly on the point of limitation. The appli-

cant, as already mentioned, was informed that he was 

not entitled to terminal Lenefits, in February,1977. 

The applicant did not approach any appropriate Court 

of law, but has chosen to make repeated representa-

tions to the departmental authorities. On the cues- 

whether a final decision reached by an authority 
17 

ore 1-11-1982 can be exa-mined by the Tribunal under 

the 



the Act or not, the Principal Bench, in V.K. JMEHRA 

—vs.— 	reported in ATR 10,86 CAT 203, has 

held as follows: 

"2 . 	.............................. 
The A&iiinistrative Tribuinals Act 

does not vest any power or autho— 

rity to take cognizance of a grie—
vance arising out of an order made 
prior to 1-11-1982. The petitioner 
rer-T,uests that the delay in filing 
this application be condoned. Eut the 
question is not at all one of condon— 
ing the delay in filinc -the petition. 

It is a question of the Tri~unal having 
jurisdiction to entertain a petition 
in respect of grievance arising prior 
to I—li—.1082. 

In heon.No.T-34/85 ~;apt-,Lachhman Singh 

v. Secretary, vlinistry of Personnel and 
Traininc, we held: 

"The period of three years 
laid down under sub-section(2) 
of Section 21 wo-uld have to 
be cot-nouted w-*th reference to 
any or~er made on such a repre-
sentation and not with reference 
to the earlier order . ...... the 
Tribunal would have urisdiction 
under suL-section (2i of Sec.21 
to entertain an ap:,,,)lication in 
respect of "any order" made 
between 1-11-1982 and 1-11-1985". 

The limited power that is vested to 

conoone the delay in filing the appli- 

cation within the perio6 prescribed is r 

Section 21 provided the grievance under Z) 

, A, 
	 is in respect of an order made within 

years 
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3 years of the constitution of the 
TriLunal. Though the present peti-
tion is filed within six months of 
the constitution of the Tribunal in 
respect of an order made prior to 
1-11-1985 as contemplated by sub-
section (3) of Section 21, since it 
relates to a grievance arising out 
of an order dated '-,"2-5-1981, a date 
more than 3 years iminediately preced- 

ing the constitution of the Tribunal, 
this Tribunal has no jurisdiction, 
power or authoiity to entertain the 

petition. This petition~stherefore, 
di smi s s ed - " 

This view of the Principal Eench has been applied 

by the other Benches, in si~nilar matters. 

6. 	This application is clearly barred by 

li-,nitation and hence it is liable for dis,111issal on 

that cround alone. ~`ie see no reason to consider 

The application therefore the case on merits. 

"' jt~ missed. ails and it is accordingly disT 

No order as to costs. 

t k 
(K. S. PJTTAS~"1X,'Y)':`_' 

VICE CHAIF~~IAN- (J) 

to 	

0 
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JAYASL'AHA) 
VICE CHAT FUYJN (A). 
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. IN 

SUFR';'~'M','~' COTTRT 0,"-" RMIA 
NE".1 DE~M . 

Dated----.— 
"

-10 AdClitional Rf:.,gistr-.ir, 
S u 	e m 	ourt of India. 

',.egi strar 

PETI'.F'.'10X FOR SlYPECIATj I AVE '1`0 A-1-TE?AL (C'F!]1T,)TTT0. 

Petition un~-'.er Article 136 r.~f thu Constitation of India for 

S,oe ci al Lonve. to 	to th-L) Suprei.ae Court fro~i.i "U'lie 

& Order do t e d. 	 c f -Iie 
t 

Pe ti ti ono, r 

Vs. 

Sir, 

a . Rospondont-- 

-menti oned I Ti.i to infor-~,i you tl.,,,,t t-ie p-etition above 

for Specil-L1 Lenve to Ap-pe-il to V-iis Court was filod on br---half 

of the Petitioner a'jove-m~-.Icd frmd the 	Ordor 

of the 11i-0'1TLC-GW-±-t"not~3d above -ind V.-int the SC1.10 

of 	'2 t-e m~b e r dis-.iisscd by this Court on Vie 	1 h 	0, C 
F, 8 

-i r 	41 
-L Our a L "71-it"-Ifully, 

, . -L -'3/ 


