
IN THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL HYDERABAD LENCH 
AT HYDERABAD 

11 
MONDAY THE TWELFTH DAY OF JANUARY 	11 

ONE THOUSAND NINE HUDRED AND EIGHTY SEVEW 

: PRESENT : 	 I 

THE HON'BLE MR.B.N.JAYA SIMHA: VICE-CHAIRIAN 
AD 

THE HON'BLE MR.D.SURYA RAO: MEMBER. 

ORIGINAL APPLICATION NO.55 of 1987. 	I! 

Between:- 

C.Yadagiri 	 Applicant, 

And 

The St-DiviSional Officer, 
Telecom., secunderabad-500003. 
The General Manager, 
Telecommunications, A.P., 
Hyderabad. 

3, The Secretary, TelecommunicatiOn5) 
Department, (representing Union of India), 
Sanchar Bhavan, New-Delhi-110001. .. . . . Respondents. 

Application under Section l •  of the 

Administrative Tribunals Act 1985, praying that in k the 

circintstances stated therein the Tribunal will -e pleased ' 

to declare that the disciplinary proceedings aainst him 

are illegal null and void and to direct the reqpondents 

to cause immediate payment of his duty period salary for the 

period from 1st May to 19th July, 1979 and the] subsistence 

allowance -orn 20-7-79 till date pending regularisation 

of the xx suspension period togehter with interest at the 

rate at which Banks ien4oney as personal or scured loan) 

to the public. 	 I! 

For the Applicant:- Sri C.Suryanarayana Murbh4 Advocate,, 

For the Respondents:- Mr.N.R.Devaraj, Addl.C.4.S.C., 

The Tribunal delivered the foflbwing  udgnti- 
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o.A; 9 of 1987. 

(JUDGMENT OF THE BEtICTI DELIVERED BY 

HON'BLE MEMBER M. D. SURYA RAO) 

... 

.1 	
4 

The applicant herein, who was w3rking 
as Linesman in the Telephcnes Department at Kern- 

pally with headquarters at Vikarabad was place(l. 

under suspension w.e.f. 	20-7-1979 pendini disci- 

plinary 	instituted under Rule 14 of CCS 

CCA) Rules, 	1965. 	The applicant's contention 
is that he submitted a reply an 26711-1979. 

It is the applicant's case that while admittin; 
his guilt in regard to the dharges framed, he 
had repaid the amounts collected from subscri- 
bers orpotentiaft subscribers. 	The charge appa- 

rently was for illegal ccllectiriigthese amounts. 

It is flleged that instead of accepting the 
api:licaht's defence statSent, the Inquiry 
OfficeE by a letter datea 3-12-1979 informed 
the applicant that unless prtf was preduced 

@s to the payment of amounts, he would have t- 
disbelieve the statement Qf  the applicant. 

The apjñicant's case is that an inquiry ought 
to have been held by Inquiry Officer and establish 
that the applicant had not repaid the amounts 
as pleaded by him in his defence statement. 

Thereafter, the first respondent, Sub Divisional 
Officer, Telecom., Secunderabad issued a sh,w- 

cuase ñ3tice dated. 8-2-86 enclosing a copy of 
the Inquiry Officer's repert calling upon the 
applicant to make his representation in regard 

to a penalty of dismissalfrom service, prcp.sed 
t 	...flt2Ls 	•-k' 

to be imposed upon him. kAccQrdinrT to the 
applicant, thereafter no further action was 
taken by thç Department and he was not given 
an epportunity of being heard. 	He claims that 

- 
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the disciplinary proceedings was frozen and 

the applicant has been kept under suspended 

animation all these years. Legal notice dated 

20th May, 1985 demanding restoration t duty, 

payment of salary from 1-5-1979 to 19-7-1979 and 

subsistence allowance from 20-7-79 onwards 
p 	 1-s' 

op proved 	no avail. He prays that a declaration 

that the disciplinary proceedings against him 

are vitiated, that he jsentitledto herest.red 

to service ft and that he may be paid arrears 
of salary and subsistence allowance for the 

pupe6 periods mentioned in his legal notice. 

The only question thqt arises En 

c.nsideation at this stage1 whether the appli-

cant's application is within time. We had 

Called fr the @rjginal record from the Depart- 
On' 

ment to verify whether nc final order was passed. 
OWQ 	•tL 

Wehea4 Weieardrguments of Sri N.R.Devaraj, 

Standing Counsel. We find from the record that 

a finalorder has been sent to the applicant 

by registered post under R.L.no.1273 dated 

P 19-4-1980 to the 	icant's last knswn address. 

Bttt lhe same waseturned with an endorsement 

that bux , it was refused. Thus there has been 

sufficient notice to the applicant of the order 
of remoal from service as long ago as in 19. 

The applicant- has not explained what he was 

.ing all these years.' Assuming that he did 

not receive the final order, he has not explained what 

ft&t he did till theyear 1984 when he sent what 

he term is "an appeal" to the second respond2nt, 

viz., General Manager, Telecommunicatiens. 

Under the Central Administrative Tribunal Act, 

limitation has been prescribed vide Section 

21 of the Act. Under this provision, a grievance 
CXNA~eA^ which had® 	three years preceding the date 

PIP 
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on which the jurisdiction and powers of the 

authcritt of the Tribunal becomes exercisable 

and in respect of1 which no proceedings have 

been initiated before the High Ceurt before 

such date, can be entertained by way of an 

application by the Tribunal only if it is made 

within six months from the date of c,nstitul-ion 

of the Tribunal. The Tribunal in the instant 

case has: assumed jurisdictien and powers on 

1-9-1985. The application should have, there-

fore, ben made by 31-3-1986. In any event, 

the grievance of the applicant has arisen 

in the year 1980, i.e. prier to three years 

of the tribunal assuming jurisdictin and 

powers. The applicant got a legal notice 

issued in 20th May; 1985 and thereafter thtinqh 

it was ipen to him to have epproached the 

Tribunal any time bfter 311-9-1985. He failed 

to d, so and no satisfactory explanation is 

given to account for his laches. Hence, in 

all respects, the applicatin is hopelessly 

time-batred and not maintainable. It is 

accordingly dismissed as barred by limitation. 

in spen court) 

12th January, 1987. 

(B.N. JA'27¼SIMHA) 	 (D.SURYA aio) 

Vice-Chairman. 	 Member. 


