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1N THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL : HYDERABAD BENCH

AT HYDERASBAD

0.A.No,1173/91 ' Date of Order: 30,4.1592
BETWEEN ;
Smt. K. Ko tamma : .o App;icant.

AND

1, Union of India rep. by
its General Manager,
South Central Railwey,

Secundetabad,

2, Chief Personal Officer,
Personal Branch,
Secunderabad,

3. Union of India rep, by
its Divisional Railway
Manager, S5,C,Railway,

Vijayawada, .. Respondents,
Counsel for the Applicant .. SMt,.K.S5atya Kumari
Counsel for the kespondents. e Mr,J.R,.Gopal Raoas'rb*abﬁ-
CORAM 3

HON'BLE SHRI K.BALASUBRAMANIAN, MEMBER (ADMN,)

HON'BLE SHRI T.CHANDRASEKHARA REDDY,MEMBER (JUDL, )

(Order of the Division Bench delivered by

Hon8ble Shri R,.,Balasubramanian, Member (Amn.) ).
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The General Manager, Union of India,
S.C.Railway. secunderabad.

The Chief personal Officer, Personal Branch, secunderabad.

The Divisional Railway Manager, Union of India,
S.C.Railway.'vijayawada,

One copy to smt . K, Satya Kumari. Advocate

16, venkatapuram colony, Secunderabad.

One copy to My .J.ReGOpal Rao, 58 for Rlys. CAT.Hyd.
One spare cOpYe
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This case was Ooriginally llsted for'nearlng

oh 24.4,92. On that day the_app4*e@néfﬁééfﬁ3%3§¥égégél&§7
r
ﬂybeéy-we£e—p£e$ea%—en behalf of the applicant, So the OA

was adJournpd to 27.;. 92. On 27,4,92 also nonexwwfe-present

on behalf of the applicant, There—was~no=repreﬂeﬂtati9n_on
behalf ot theapplicame bpal Rao, | n
. . Mr,J.R.Gopal Rao, Standing counsel

for the respondents is present, g;ayh view of this position
R . T
the Bench d4¢rect™this oa to be listed for orders of rejection

(dlsmlssalJ before Division Bench on 30,4,92, When this case

N
was taken up before lunch sessmonsggne appeared on behalf of

the applicant, We pasédbver the matter and again taken up

the matter after lunch sessiOn,eveﬂ—anybody‘is—pfeseﬁt—en
ENeas Tuna e Was wo
beha%f—of“the~app$ieaa¢ Ne representatlon on behalf of the

applicant, Mr,J.k.Gopal Rao, Standing counsel for the
respondents reports ready, We are of the copiniofi that the

A
3 B view of

her continued absence on thexgzég:?two occasions to which
' wWe deended kg &M%W%%
N we have also made a reference, j &fter hearing Mr,J.R.Gopal Rao

Wwe—etemieo~thet% on merits,

\
applicent is not agﬁll intérested in this OA

In this case the death of the husband of the
LR .
applicant occured in 1977 and it is only in December 1991 that

the applicant has filedwﬁA with a prayer for grant of

compa551onate allowance. So it is evident that the grlevance
s
of the applicant is long befere prior to 1,11,82, Now it 1

sdiction to entertain
well established that we donot have jurisdi P

i i we dismiss
OAs with regard to the grlevancg prior to 1.11.82,A¥

the application with no order as to costs,
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(T.CHANDRASEKHARA REDDY)

(R .BALASUBRAMANIAN) NDRASEKHAES §
Merber (Admn., ) .
"‘ Dated : 30th April, 1992 — .
{ (Dictated in the Open Courtd [
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