
S 

IN THE LENTRRL ADifiINISTRATIVE IRIDUNAL.HYDLER4BD 8LNCH 

[#T HYUERh8PD 

U.M.No, R.P.133/92 

T.R,:'Jo. 	in 	 Ot. of Dacision 

O.A.847/90 

K.pinath  

_qyubba_Rao 	_ Aduocste tcr 
the P:H ctioner 
(3) 

- 	
Versus 

Chairman, Ministry of Railways, 

Railway Board New Delhi and 4 others• 	Respondent 

V 
the necpon 
(5) 

CUR/ill: 

THE HCrJBLE MR. T.2H?NDRASEIiARA 1,Duf,MI3jER(JWL.) 

THE HON 'BLE MFL 

1.- 2hcther Rsportrs of local psEors may 
be allowed to see-, the judmant ' 

To be referred to the Repzn'tsrs or fl.j? 

Whsthr their Lcrdships wish to see 
the fair copy o' thu Judqrnent? 

Uhether it ils6ds to e cjrcu1ajed to 
other Benchas nV-the Tribunal? 

S. 	 of Ujce_hajrman on olumns 
1,2,4 (to be subrnittd to Hon'ble  
VjcsCj-cajrman .whrE he is not zn 
the Bench.) 

1/ 

(HTcs) - 
M(J) 

-- 
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Railway Board, New Delhi. 

The Genceral Manager, S.C.Rly., 
Rail Nilayam, Secunderabad. 

The Chief Personnel Officer, 
South Central Railway, Rail Nilyam, 
Secunderabad.  

The Chief Operating Superintendent, 
S.C.Rly., Secunderabad. 

Divisional !Railway lnager(MG), 
S.C.Rly., Secunderabad. 

D BENCH 

Applicant. 

;. ResponcThnts. 

Counsel tar the Petitioner 	 .J1rchV.6ubba Rao 

Counsel for the Respondents 	 Mr.D.Gaal Rao 

CORAM; 

HON 'BLE SI-  fRI T .CHANDRASE1<flArA REDThJ, MEMBER (JUDL.) 
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Order of the Single Mener Bench de1ivred by 

Fion'ble Shri T.Chandrasekhara Reddy, Member(Jud)JL). 

This Petition is filed to review the odc-r of this 

HI 

Bench dated 30.9.1992 in O.A. 847/90. In view 

provisions of Section 17 (3) of the C.A.T. (Pro 

Rules this Review Petition is being disposed of 

The Review Petitioner herein was the applicant 

The Review Petitioner while working as Station 

1975 was removed from service wef. 24.5.1979. 

charges were proved against him in a regular de.  

enquiry. After the Review Petitioner was remov 

service as Station Master, the Review Petitioner 

as Assistant Station Master w.e.f. 7.8.1989. 

Petitioner wfiled O.A. 847/90 to treat the a 

as having been continuous service
re 

the 

sure) 

y circulati 

0 • A. 8 47/90 

ster in 

certain 

trnental 

from 

5 re-appoii 

Review 

icant 

months 

and 15 days from 24.5.1979 to 6.8.1979 as duty period. 

2. 	Repelling the contention the Bench has observed as 
2 	 F 

follows:- 

But, this is 
not the case where the applicant has be 
reinstated. After he was removed from 
service as Station Master, there was 
break of 2 months and 15 days. from 24.5 
to 6.8.79. After the said break only, 
applicant had been reappointed as Assis 
Station Master which is a lower post th 
which the applicant was holding at the 
he was removed from service. So we are 
unable to understand how it is open for 
applicant to treat the period 16.8.1979 
31.7.1989 as if he had worked as Statjo 
Master. As pointed out, the fact that 
applicant had worked as Asst. Station ti 
from 16.8.1979 to 31.7.1987 is not in d 
in this O.A. So in view of this positi 
the applicant is not entitled to the re 
that he should be deemed to have been i 
continuous service right from the date 
appointment to the data of retirement. 

4 

In view of the categorical finding in the O.A. 

applicant cannot be treated to have been in 

Wo 

pute 

ef 

at the 

nuous 

V 
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Copy to:- 

Chairman, Ministry df Railways, Railway Board, New Delhi. 

The General Manager, South Central Railway, Rail Nilayam, 
Secunderabad. 

The Chief Personnel 9fficer, South Central Railway, Rail 
Niiayam, Secunderabad. 

The Chief Operating Superintendent, South Central Railway, 
Secunderabad. 

S Divisional Railway Manager(), South Central Railway, 
Sedunderabad. 

One copy to Sri.G.V.Subba Rao, advocate, CAT, 1-fyd. 

One copy to Sri. DGjpal 	Rao, SC for Railways, CAT, Hyd. 

One spare copy. 

Rsm/- 
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service from 24.5.1979. to 6.8.1979. We are unabl to under-H 

stand how this Review Petition is maintainable as we see no H 
error apparent on the face of the record. 

3. 	The effort of the applicant in the 0.A.as to have 

pensionary benefits after treatipg the said perid of 2 month 

and 15 days from 24.5.1979to 6.8.1979 as having been 

continuous service. In our judgement we have mae it clear 

that the applicant was a Ptovident Fund optee and had with- H 
drawn all the Provident Fund after the retiremen't,  and that thr 

applicants will not be entitled to any pensionarybenefits. . 

seen the aim of the applicant appears to be, to cfnce again 

advance the very same arguments in this Review tition which 

tthad already argued in the O.A. It is needless to point out 

that the scope of the RevieW Petitions is restricted and 

while dealing with the Review Petition the Tribunal cannot 

take the roll of the Appellate authority. If the alicant H 
is aggrieved by our judgement dated 30.9.1992 the remedy of 

the applicant lyés in the Supreme Court by w' Of an appealJ 

e see no merits in this Review Petition and hexhce Review 

Petition is rejected, leaving the parties to be&r their 

own costs. 	
H 

(T .CfilNDRASEKH1A F<EDDY) 

Mernber (JUtl. )  

Dated: 	30 Decenther, 1992 

TPlT7r (d) 
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