TN THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE 1RIBUNAL :HYCERABAD SENCH
AT HYDERASAD

{.A.Ng, R.P.133/92
| &u"\"-""wfll

T.8 .40, in Ot,. of Decisions
0.4,847/90
K.Gbpinath _ . _ retitioner
ML, G.V.,Subba Rao ) ~ , Aduocugelfbr ‘
: the fzoitiicner

. - (s)
. - - Versus
Chairman, Ministry of kailways,

... Railway Board, Kew Delhi and 4 others, gesgandent),
mMr.N.Réigﬁyara Rao for Mf.@iQQpa} Rao : Advccate for
; the Respondent
(s)

CORAM:
THE HCHIBLE MR. T, HANDWASERHANA &IDDY, MEMBER (JUDL. )

THZ HON'BLE MA.

il

te Jhether Reporters of local papers ‘may
T ve allowsd to sse the 3uaﬂanLf

2, Ta be referred to tha Reportscs or not?

3. Lhether their hGrﬂothb uish to see
the fair Cupy a7 the Judgment?

4. ='Iru:ther it ds to bs circulaged o
otier BEPCh af -the Tribunal?

5. Remurks of Vice-Chairman an Zalumns
1,2,4 (o be sucmitted tc Hon'ble
Vicg~Chairman uh=re he is not oo

. ’ “
A

the Bench,)
svl/
_l—.- ~C ‘(Lr—‘__ﬁ
(HTCSw )
; MA{J)
N
-r s 4 . -




IN THE CENTKRAL ADMINISTEATIVE TRIBUNAL : LYDERAS

AT HYDERABAD
B.P,No,133/92

in

C.A No,847/90
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K.Gopinath
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1. Chairman, Ministry of kailways,
Railway Board, New Delhi,

2. The General Manager, S5.,C.Rly,,
Rail Nilayam, Secunderabad,

3., The Chief Personnel Officer,
South Central Railway, Rail Nilayam,
Secunderabad,

4, The Chief Operating Superintendent,
S.C.Rly., BSecunderabad,

5. Divisional kKRailway Manager (MG)
S5.,C.R1ly,, Secunderabad,
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Counsel for the Petitioner AMMrg.v.oubba Kao
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Order of the Single Member 3Bench delivered by
Hon'ble Shri T.Chandrasekhara Reddy, Member (Judli).
—

H’j“"‘w""""‘{’

This Petition is filed to review the efécr of this

Bench dated 30,9.1992 in O.A. 847/90. In view of the

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

|
|
Kules this Review Petition is being disposed of by circulatiop

The Review Petitioner herein wes the applicant in 0.A.847/QOJ

The keview Petitioner while working as Station Master in
1975 was removed from service w,e.f, 24,5,1979.as certain ||

charges were proved ggainst him in & regular departmental

enquiry, After the Review Petitioner was removed from

service as Station Master, the Keview Petitioner was re-appoi'

as Assistant Station Master w,e,f, 7.8,1989, The Review
-

Petitioner wes filed 0,A, 847/90 to treat the applicant

- T

) ; i . g trﬁa
as having been continuous service an rea 2 months
n

and 15 days from 24.5,1972 to 6.8,1979 as duty period,

2, Repelling the contention the Bench has observed as
A
follows ia

A R R R R I IR R S ] But; this is
not the case where the applicant has been
reinstated, After he was removed from |
service as Station. Master, there was
bréak of 2 months and 15 days. from 24,5,79 |
to 6.8.79. After the said break only, the }
applicant had been reappointed as A551Stant ‘
Station Master which is @ lowef post than
which the applicant was holdlng at the time
he was rempoved from service, So wWe are‘
unable to understand how it i5 open for‘lhe
applicant to treat the period 16,8, 1979to ;

31.7.1989 as if he had worked as otation
Master, As pointed out, the fact that t
applicant had worked as Asst., Station Makter ;
from 16.8,1979 to 31.7,1987 is not in dibpute
in this O.,A, 50 in view of this p051tlon

the applicant is not entitled to the relief
that he should be deemed to have been in
continuous service right from the date Qf

appointment to the daq; of retirement, |
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In view of the categorical finding in the O.&. that the
) \

applicant cannot be treated to have been in continuous
T N ..$
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1, Chairman, Ministry of Railways, Railway Board, New Delhi.
1
2, The General Manager,! South Central Railway, Rail Nilayam,
Secunderabad.
3. The Chief Personnel Officer, South Central Railway, Rail
Nilayam, Secunderabad,
4, The Chief Operating Superintendent, South Central Railway,
Secunderabad. }
5. Divisional Railway Manager(M3), South Central Railway,
Secunderabad.
6. One copy to Sri. G,vV!Subba Rao, advocate, CAT, Hyd.
7. One copy to Sri. D;Gopal Rao, SC for Railways, CAT, Hyd.
8. One spare copy.
Rsm/-
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advance the very same arguments in this Rev1ew Petltlon whlch

mg_had already argued in the 0,A, It is needless te point out r

*® 3 L

service from 24,5,1979 to 6,8,1979, We are unable to under—!-

. i . . . |
stand how this Beview Petition is maintainable ag we See no

error apparent on the face of the record.

was to have

3. The effort of the applicant in the C.A,

\

pensionary benefits after treatlng the sald perlod of 2 month
l I
ana 15 days from 24, 5 1979 -to 6,8.1979 as hav1ng been |

continuous servxce. In our Judgement we have made it clear ﬂ

\ ! '

that the aOpllCdnt was & Provident Fund optee and had with- i

drawn all the Provident Fund after the retlremenk and that th!

: : ! [
applicant will not be entitled to any pensionarywbenefitS. A
seen the alm of the appllcant appears to be o ane again |

LY

‘ | T

that the scope of the kevieW Petitionslr is restricted and ;
while dealing with the ﬁeview Petition the Tribunal cannot i!
take the roll of the Appellate autherity, If t@é aplicant !i
is aggrieved by ocur judgement dated 30,9,1992 té- remedy of’

D

the applicant lyes in the Supreme Court by way f an apneal

o
|
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ke see no merits in this Review Petition and hence Review

Petition is rejected, leaving the parties to be?r their
' !

own costs,

'—[_"-, Cﬂ\uméquga‘ﬁ\sﬂ.o
(T .CHAIDRAS E.‘KHAi;l{A EDDY)
Member (Judl, }

Dated : 30 December, 1992
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