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4 ?? I¥ THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL : HYDERABAD BENCH
AT HYDERARAD
* oAk
M.A.7%4/97 in RA.S5r.2291/97 in
’ i C.A,12353/3 & RA,.8r.2291/97 in
0.A.1353/93._ _ _ _ _ .. — Dt.ef Decisign_: 28-08-S8.
M.Venkatecwarlu .« Applicant.

Vs

i. The Divl, Rly. Mahager.
SC Rly, Vijayawada.

2. The Divl, Rly.Manager,
SC Rly, Hyderesbad (MG),
Divisi?n, Sec'ad.

3. The Gereral Manager,
SC Rly, Rail Nilavam,

Sec'kad, . « Pespoendents,
S
Counsel faer the zpplicant : Mr.G.v,Subba Rao
e m e —e wne L SPRNCENTS : Mr.C.v.Malla Redcy,SC for Rlys.

CORAN $ =

THE HON®BLE SHRI \i\. RANGARAJAN :/MEMBER (ADMN.)
AN /

THE HON'BLE SHRI B.S.JAI PARAMESHWAR : MEMBER (JUDL.)
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CRDER

ORAL CRDER (PER HCN'BLE SHRI R.RANGARAJAN : MEMBER (ADMN.)

Heard Mr,G,V,Subba Race, learned counsel for the
spplicant and Mr.Gurupaﬁam for Mr.C.v.M311a Reddy, learned ceunsel
for the responﬁents.loﬁh4
2. This Balggr condening the delay of 6 menths end 11 days
in filing the RA,

L The ppplicant in this OA has filed this RA. The CA
was filed praying fer 'a directicn for regularising the peried ef
suspension from 19-5-82 te 2-7-88 with all cernsequential benefits

and to premcte the applicant to the next poest ef Guard-C with effect
frem the date on which his immediate junier was prometed and for a
further direction te pay consequential benefits thereen with interest
at 18% p.a.

4, '~ The mair prayer ip this RA is that the spplicant sheuld
he premoted te the higher grade en var with his junicr and if that is
ol el Anadd Vs

suces3ed the other reliefawill follew: The applicant-hﬁf_to attend

the suitability test en 10-5-85 for the post of Gusrd., The Statien
Incharge infermed by the letter Ne.B/P/282/IV/] dated €-5-85 to

relieve the applicant fer the t&st.. It is stated that the applicant
éid net attend the test en 10-5-85. Even on 11-5-8% though it—ts
 stabed he was alerted he ddd not attend. Hence he lest the chances

for premetiocn.

8 In the RA the applicant submits that he was not relievedm

by the Statien Incharge to attend the sest either en 10~5-85 er
11-5-85, If se, we asked the learned counsel for the applicant te
preduce any rgpresentation submitted to the Staticn Incharge fer
his failure to rellieve him in time te attend the test. The lgarned

counsel for the applicant in the RA submits that it is for the

respendents te preve SO and net the applicant.‘#?he affected party
| PAAECLA
his status by

ijs the applicant. Hence, te sheulé have
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filing a representation in time se that his case can be viewed
better in future if necessary. This incident had happened in
1985. At this juncture it will be difficult for anybedy to visugllise
what coulé have happened at that time and decide the issue ¢n that
basis. Haé the applicant submitted a representatien immediately
either edrlier te 10-5-85 or after 10-5-85 that weuld have proved
his cententien. Unfertunately, nething is svailable.dWe de not feel
“Uv&ﬂjfffhat the respondenésza;e exnly to preve the fact,ahtfﬂ?nd not the
applicent, Hence, in eur epinien, thefe iz ne errer in the
Juégement,
6. The learned counsel fer the applicant surveys the
{ssue of the charce sheet etc.,, after he was xgg_suspended en 19-5-8%5,
He alse submits that thers—wese seme ethers whe were suspepnded aleng
with him were given better treatment by prometing them en the basis
of the OA filed in this Tribunsl. If so, it is for the applicant

te take such actien as necessary te establish his case as was doene
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7. In view of whet is stated abeve, we do net see any
mx% errer in the judgement. Hence, the RA.Sr. is liable only te be
re jected,

8. 2s we find re merits in the RA ne useful purpese will
be served if this MA is allewed. Fence, the MA is dismissed and the

RA.Sr. stands rejected, No cests.

//(«B. (R. RANGARAJAN)
MEMBER(JUDL. ) MEMBER (ADMN. )
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