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TN THEZ CENT=AL ADMINIST2ATIVE TIIBUNAL t HYDERARAD ¥
AT HYDERABAD

0.A.N0, 436 of 1989 Date of order: 3-12-1992,

Betwaen

1. Union of India, rep. by the
General Manager, South Eastern Rly.,
Garden Reach, Calcutita,.

Divizsional Railway Hanager, ]
Rly., Visskhapatnasm, aee BPPLICANTS
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by’
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v
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AND

1. T.Satyam

2. The Labour Court, Vi=zakhapatnam,
ren, by its Fresiding Officer, + oo RESDPONDENTS

ApDRsrances

For the applicants : Shri ¥.R.Devaraj, SC for Riys.
For the Respondent No.l : Shri K,V,.S.Bhaskar Rao, Advocate
For the Respondent No.2 : Shri D.Panduranga Reddy, Special:

Counsel for the State of A.P,

CORAM:

The Hon'ble Shri C.J.Roy, Member {Judicial)

JUDGMENT

This is an application filed by the General Manager
South Eastern Rajlway, Calcutta and another against t¢he
order of the L=abour Court, Visgkhapatn m dated 2-9-88

in C.M.P,Yo, 273 /386 filed by the 1st Respondent herein,

2. The undisputed facts of the case are: The 1st Respon=
dent herein, a trolleyman workingunder Permanent Way Inspr.,

S.E.Rly, at Srikakulam Road had filed CMP No, 273/06

Corntdes 2.




1, The General Manager, Union of India,
S.E.Railway, Garden Reach, Calcutta,

2. The Divisional Railway Manager, S.E.Rly, visakhapatnam.
3. The Presiding Officer, labour Court, visakhapatnam,
4, Cne copy to Mr.N,R.Devraj, SC for Rlys, CAT.Hyd.

5. One copy to Mr,¥,V.5,Bhaskar Rao, Advocate, CAT.Hyd.
6. One copy to Mr.D,Panduranga Reddy, Spl.Counsel for A,P.Govt,CAT,.Hyc
7. One spare Copy.
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to perform Cuty for only 60 hours a week and allowed
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aid Labour Court's order, the
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3. Aggrieved by the

Railways have Filed the prasent: 0.A, tefore this Tribunal,
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are had filed a written stiterent

)

The Reapondent No,1 }
by post., Tﬁe'ﬂase was origiﬁaily disposed of én 19939
after nearing the learnsd counsel for thespplicznt and
after censidering the countver of the Respondent No,1 and
other material on file, At that time neither the
Respondent No.1 had appeared and argued his case nor

4ild he engage any counsel on hls hehalf, However,

afier the dispozal of the 0.A. on 12.9.89, the

Fespondent Fo,1 filed M,A . No. 192/90 through his
counssl for setting sside the ex-parte order dated
19-9=-89 and to respie the 0.A, +o £ile. By an order

of this Tribunal dated 12-6-90, ¢he saidM,A, 192 /20
was allowed, the ex-parte Judgment dated 12-2~59 was

set aside and the 0.8, was restored to file., After
restoration, the case was again taken up and h=ard the
arguments of the learned Standing Coumsel For the
aprlicants herein) Shri H.R.Devaraj and

Shri K,V,S.Bhaskar R-0 learned counsel for the Respon=-

dent No.t,

4, Today, I have disposed of 0,A,No,432/89 by an B %a
elaborate order., The facts and eircumstances of the present
cage are similar to those in 0.A,No.432/89, H@nce,

following éhe analogy set in 0.A,No0,432/89, the present

D.A, too i3 allowed with no order as ©o costs.,
. (T

(C.7.Roy),
Msmber /Tadl .

Dated: 3¢d x day of December, 1992,



