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IN THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL,HYDERABAD BERNCH
‘ ' AT HYDERABAD.
M.A.656/95 in O.A.8.R.Yo0.0788/95,
Date: July 1,1996.
Between:
B. Prakasam. - .e Applicant.
Vs,
1. Divisional Railway Manager,
South Central Railway,
Vijayawada.
- 2. General Manager, South Central
Railw,y, Rail Nilayam,
o E
Secunderabad. Respondants .
COUNSEL FOR THR APPLICANT: Sri G.V.Subba Rao.
COUNSEL FOR THE RESPONDENTS: 8ri W.Satyanarayana fior
N.R.Devraj, Senior Standing
Counsel for respondents.

CORAM;

HON'BLE SHRI JUSTICE M.G.THAUDHARI,VICE-CHAIRMAN, ﬂﬂ

HCN'BLE SHRI H.RAJENDRA PRASAD, Member (Aﬂ/
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M.A.656/95 in O.A.S.R.N0.1782/95 Date: July| 1,1996.

ORDER:

(AS PER HON'BLE SHRI JUSTICE M.G.CHAUDHARI, VICESCHAIRMAN.)

L 4 .
~

Mr. G.V.Subba Rao, learned counsel for the

applicant. Sri W.Satyanarayana for Mr,.N.R.Devaraj.

2. The O.A., is hopelessly time-barred. There
is not even ene senteﬁce in the M.A., showing sufficlent
cause for condoning the delay. The entire ;pplicatuon
relates to the merits of the case. The respondents
opposed;the reggest for condonation of delay. They h&ve

filed their reply. Assuming that the respondénts have

iy

violated any rule, that by itself gave a right to thx
applicant to approach the Tribunal to seek redress;

that however, is required to be done within the time|of
limitation.

3. The grievance of the applicant is ghat
since he has been acquitted by the Criminal Court on
W-1-14 650
e h i i -12-19
1 &tu&QqﬁiE e period of suspension between 24 1‘ 1962
e 95751068  Aithe
NGRSt 006 related to that criminal case should be

A
treated as on duty and he beczme entitled to payment] of
f:bll salary for that period after he was reinstated
on 26--2--1965. However, by letter dated 15--9--19§9,
‘the Divisional Railway Manager refused his request flor

regularisation of the suspension period on the ground

that long back in 1965, the Competent Authority had
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period
decided to kkax treat that/as suspension only.

_ : scope
submitted that this is contrary to the sxieme of xn%m&n—

yixxxxmnx Regulations 18, 21(f)(ii) of the A.P.S.R4T.C. N

It is

Employees Classification,Contrcl and Appeal regglatzons,1967

2.0 4 CLL)) _
- as amended in 1977 and Rule -284¥tb)of IREM as well as

against the decision of the Supreme Court in the gage of
Deputy Manager, A.P.S.R.T.C., Hanumakonda Vs .B.Venkgteswarulu,
The grievance should have “een made before the Tribplnal

within a period of one year from the date of the refeipt
of the letter dated 15--4--1989 and within a period of

. | " e vved B e
¥ . 18 months from the date of his representationzgés~teen

£ :

e
!l,

L Eileé.y The Applicant; has, however, approached the
‘Tribunél By filing the 0.A, on 18-=6--1995.  As stated

earlier, nothing has heen stated in the M.A., to explain

as to th the applica.nt could not approach the Tribunal

within the perkod of limitation prescribed under S.21 of

Central Administrative Tribunals Act. All that is stated

is, that there has been violation of the rules and that
the order treating the period of suspension is argitrary
and illegal and therefofe, the delay of 4 years, 10 months
reckoned from the date of the letter dated 15--9-41989
reéeived on 25--9--1989 be condoned. Nothing hap been

stated to explain the delay from 25-+9--1989 or x%ﬁnxg

¢~ thereafter till the date of filing of thé @.A.
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4. Mr. Subba Rao, learned counsel for the appli

submitted that even after 1989,
diligently pursuiné the matter with the respondentsg
W= find from the record xk of the 0.A. that the apg
had filed a representation as late as on 16--2--199
was replied on 26--10--1594 in which it was stated
period of suspension was treated as suspension only
Disciplinary Authority and that the applicant had a

13- 2 11%6 .

been informed about the same on ! The 4

]
— —

cant seems to have filed another representation on’

That was rejected on 3/5~-12-41994« Which reiterate

&

P

cant

the applicant has been

licant
4.ffﬁat
that the
by the
lready
ppli-
15-2-1994.

H that

he was already informed that the period had been tr%ated

as suspensién periogtyj‘ln the first place, moving

year, %989 1994 after 1989,‘cannot be regarded as 'p
the matter diligently*', becondly, reﬁeated represen
to which the renly is given}that his earlier repres
havé already heen rejecteﬁ does not amount to an ef

representation so as to enlarge the period of limit

Iann —
However,wewotrla-tiketoact, the applicant has no

explained $ex his in-action between ifx 198% and 19

' | >

We, are, therefore, not satisfied
el

delay in this case is liabd- to be condoned.

quired by law.

In ¢

Consequently the 0.A., st

*’"'__“_—'q' ;Ljulté
)

the M.A., 1s dismissed.

rejected.
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0.A.No, 786/95.

1; The Divisional Railway Manager,
SOCQRIY, Vijayawada.

2, The General Manager, SC Rly,
Railnilayam, Secunderabad.

3. One copy to Mr.G.V.Subba Rao, Advocate, CAT.Hyd.
4, One copy to Mr.N.,R.Devraj, SC for Rlys, CAT.Hyd.
5. One copy to Library, CAT.Hyd.

6.0ne spare copy.

pvim.
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IN THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL
. FYDERABAD BENCH AT HYDBRABAD

THE HON'BLE MR.JUSTICE +G CHAUDHART
- VICE=CHAIRMAN

AND o
| THE HON'BLE MR.H,RAJENDRA PRASAD $M(A) &7

;

LR
P Datea: ( -7 ~1996
L ORBER/JUDGMENT
]
MeA/RedeyCSea.No. QS‘&LQ_(,
ome, 796 o
T.A.No., . {w.p. . ) )
Ad ,tea and Interiﬁ Directians ",
;1ssukd. ’
Allowgd, S
Disposed of .with direetions : §
Disimissed. | '

+

rnsm;ssr‘ as withdrawn,
Dispissed for Defaylt

0rd€ red/Re jectod e :
'”\/

pvm | - _ _ No ‘erder as to costs.
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