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IN THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL : HYDERABAD BENCH
AT HYDERABAD :

OA.No.1630/97 ‘ Date of Drder:s- ‘1’. MQ‘?
BETWEEN:

G.5.Pillay ' W Applicant

AND

17 The Sacretary to Govt?b? India,
Oepartment of Atomic Erergy, .
C.S.M.Marg, fumbai -~ 400 039.

2. The Chisf Exscutive,

Nuclear fusl Complex,
Department of Atomic Energy,
ECIL Past, Hyderabad.

3. The Deputy Chief Executive (&),

Nuclear fuel Complex,

Department of Atomic Energy, —
ECIL Post, Hyderabad. V.. Raspondents

Counssel for the Applicant - Mr.V.Venkateshuwar Rao,Advocate

Counsel for thz Respondents - Mr.V.Bhimanna,AddlJCGSC

CORAM: )
THE HON'BLE FR.R.RANGARAJAN : MEMBER (ADMN.)
THE HOW'BLE MR.B.S.JA1 PARAMESHWAR : MEMBER (JuoL.)

QRDER
(per Hon'ble Mr.t.S.Jai Parameshwar,n(J)
Heard Shri V.Venkateshwar Rag the lsarned counsel
for the Applicant and Nr?U.Shimanna the learned standing

counsel faor the Respondents?

2. This is an-application under Section 19 of the
Administrative Tribunals Act,1987. The application was

filed on 28.7°97.

v Whilse the applicant was working as Tradesman'D’

(Industrial Témp?workman) MZFG under the Respondents

crganigatiocn i?e? M.F L., the applicant appeared to

have remained unauthorisedly absent from duties for
P
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certain period, The Respondent No.3 issued & major
pesnalty charge memo vide his proceadings NofNFC/PATU/
2606/0469/785, dt.28.2.94. The Respondent Nou3 appointed
an Inquiry 0fficer. The misconduct alleged against the
applicant (which ié at pags 10 Annaxurs-I) reads as.
follows :-

That the said Shri G.S.Pilley, while
uorking as Tradesman'D*' in MZFG, NFC, has
been remaining absent unauthorisedly without
sanction of leave from 15.11.93 onuwards and
thereby exhibited lack of devotion to duty
and behaved in a manner unbecomming of a
Gavernment servant.

Shri Pillay is, thersfore, charged for
acts of misconduct in terms of Rule 3(1){ii)
and 3(iii) of CCS (Comduct) Rules, 1964.

from the Annexurelé to the bharge memp it is
disclosed that the applicant had remained unauthorisedly
absent for A&bout 102 deys betusan 15.12.93 and 24.2.94.
He had also submitted Fedical Certificates dt.15.11.93,
21.11793, 28711583, 5.12.93, 15.12.93 and 14.1.94,

alleging that he was not well during the said period.

4. A detailed inquiry was conducted intoc the charges.
It is stated that during the inquiry, Inquiry Officer
obtained letter of admission dt.25.5.94 from him under
pressure? A copy of the same is at Annexure A-V, page—1?;

The Inguiry OFfFficer concluded the inquiry on that basis.

5, The applicant submits that he submitted his
detailed explanation toc charge memo dated 25.5.94. A

copy of his explanation is at Annexure VI,page 18,

6. The Inguiry Officer submitted his report dt.

3005.94. The Inquiry Officer held the applicent guiltyof
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charges. A copy of ths report of the Inguiry Officer

is at Annexure A-VII page 20. A copy of the report was
furnished to the applicant vide memo dt.1.8.94. The
applicant submitted his repressntation dt.198.94.

A copy of the representation is at Annexure A-X page 23.
This representation is mors or less on the lines as

that of his explanation to the charge memo dt.25.5.94

page 18.

Te - The Disciplinary authority i:e: Respondent No «3
after considering the representation of the applicant
and report of the Inquiry Officer, accepted the findings
of the Inquiry Dfficer. The Respondent Heo.3 by his
procesdings Mo.WFC/PA I¥/1(1)0469/888, dtfaolsTgé

imposed the penalty which reads as follows:-

Now, therefore, the undersigned in exercise
of the powers conferred under clause (h) of sub-
ruls (2) of Rule 12 of CCS (CCA) Rules,1965 ,
read with DAE Order Ho.1/6(1)/91/Vig/93, dated
3.5.93 hereby imposes the penalty of raduction
of pay by eight stages from Rs.1560/- to Bs. 1320/~
in the scale of pay of Ms.1320-30-1560-FB8-40-2040
‘for a period of seven years with immediate effect,
on the said Shri G.S$.Pillay, Tradesman'D', ED No.
0468, MZFG. It is further directed that Shri
Pillay will not earn increments of pay during
the period of reduction and that on the expiry of
this period, ths reductison will have the sffect

of postponing his future increments of pay.

8. Against the punishment Order dt.30.8.94 the
epplicant submitted an appeal to the Chief Executive,
R.F.C.,Dept.of Atomic Energy, ECIL Post, Hyderabad, i.c.
appellate authority. The appellate authority considerad (e opps
vide office proceedings of even numher dt.28.2.95 re jected
the appeal and confirmed the punishment. A copy of the
order of appsllate authority is at page 31 to 33 of the OA.

Th
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g, The applicant submitted a revision petitien
to the Secretary, Department of Atomic Ensrgy, C.S.M.
Marq, Mumbai, i.e.Respondant No.1. A capy of the revision-
petition is at pags 34 to 38 of the 0OA. The Respondent Ho.?
by his proceedings No.6/2(13)/96-IND(NFC)/158, dt.
26.7.96 modified his punishment imposed by the Respondent
flo.3 and the punishment was modified by the Respondent
Ne.2 as follaous :-

Now tharefore, the undersigned in exercise
of the powers conferred vide Rule 29 of the CCS
(ccA) Rules, 1965, hersby revises the penalty
imposed on Shri G.S5.Fillay, Tradesman ‘D', WNFC,
vide order HWo.NFC/PA.IX/1(01)/0469/898, dated
30.08.1594, which was confirmed by the Appellata
Authority vide Order No.NFGC/PA.IX/1(01)/0469/75
dated 28.02.1995, from "reduction of pay by

eight stages from Rs.1560/- to Rs.1320/- in the
scale of pay of Rs.1320-30-1560~E8-40-~2040" to

3

te &T1440/— in the ssale of pay of Rs.1320-30-
1560-E£8~40-2000" for a perimd of seven years.,
10. The applicant has filed this 0.A. for the

folloving reliefs:-

To call for the records pertaining to

the orders;

1) Order vide Ref.No.NFC/PA.IX/1(01)0469/888 dated
30.8.1994.issued by the Respondent No.3 imposing the
penalty of reduction of pay by sight stages from
Rs.1560/~ to Rs.1320/- in &he scale of pay of Rs.1320-

2040 for a periocd of geven years;
2) The Order vide Ref.No.NFC/PA,.IX/1(01)/0469/75

dated 28.2.1995 issued by the 2nd respondsnt confirming

the order of penalty imposed by the respondent No.3 and:

P
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3) The Order vide Ref.No.6/2(18)/96-IND(NFC)/158
dated 26.7.1996 issued by the 1st Respondent revising
the penalty imposed by the 2nd & 3rd respondents to
that of reduction of pay by four stages from Rse1560-
1440 in the scale of pay of Rs.1320-2040 for a period
of seven ysars;

and quash the same as illegal, arbitrary and unconsti-
tutional hy holding that the applicant herein is
entitled for all consgquential Eenefits such as

-d

arrears of pay and allowances etc,’

]1: Tha applicant has challengsd ths impugned orders

on the groundythat the Inquiry Officed has not at all
conducted the inquiry in accordance with the Rules,1965
that the Ingquiry Officer obtaeined letter of admission
dt.25.5.94 by exercising pressure on him thag his absenca
was not on any ground but purely on ill-health that he

had submittaq the certificates issued by the medical
authoritiss time to time that the Respondent authoritiss
did not consider tﬁnsa medical certificates while deciding

the misconduct alleged against him.

127 The resgpondent authorities have filed a reply
stating that the charge memo was concluded as the applicant
admitted the chafga levelled againgt him by his letter
dt.25.5.94 and that the authorities have passed impugned
orders applying their mind. There are no reasans to

inter fere with the impugned orders.

-

13. The first contention of the applicant is that

.the disciplinary authority appointed the Inquiry Officer

even before his submission of axplanation to the charge
Angud

memo. On going through the proceedings it is disclosed

that the charge mamo was served on the applicant on

29.3.94. He was required to submit his explanation to
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the charge memo. As the applicant failed to submit

his explenation to charge memo a note was put up to

the disciplinary authority. On 19.4.94 the applicant had
not submitted his explénatinn to chargs memo. Hence we
find no irregularity in the disciplinary authority in
appointing the Inguiry Officer. The disciplinary authority
could have waited till the receipt of the explanation

to the charge memo from the applicant but the applicant

had not submitted the explanation in time.

14 The other contention of the applicant is that

the Inquiry Officer fixed the date of Inquiry an 25.5.34.
On that day, the applicant admitted the -charge. His letter
of admission is at page 18 of the inquiry file. On going
through the letter of admission of the charge by the
applicant we are not in a poéition to coms to the
condlugion that this letter of admission was produred

by the inquiry officer by using prassure on the applicantﬁ
The main contention now urged by the applicant is that
this letter of admission dt.25.5.94 was obtained by the

Inquiry Officer by using pressure on him.

154 If that was so, as a man of ordinary prudence

the applicant should have brought to the notice of the
disciplinary authority immediately thersafter. The
applicant has not doneé so. Further, on the basis of the
letter of admission dt.25.5.94 the Inguiry Officer
concluded the inquiry and submitted his report dt.7.6.94.
Betusen 26.5.94 and 6.6.94 the applicant had not raised
his little fingsse to his latter dt.25.5.94 and to submit
that the Inquiry Offied had obtained the said lstter of
admission from him by using pfassure{

g S ey
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16. The report of the Inquiry Officer was served

on the applicant on 11.8Y847 The applicent has submitted
his representation against the report of inquiry officer
on 1978704, At-least this would have been the best
opportunity for the applicant to gquestion the lestter

of admission dt725.5.94 His reprasentation dt?19?8?§4
is at page 38 of the inquiry file. Ye have gone through
the representation of the applicant. Nowhare in the
representation he submitted to the disciplimary authority
that an 25.5.94 the Inquiry Officer obtainad the letter
Frﬁm him admitting the misconduct alleged égainst him

by using pressure.

175 The applicant is not a illiberate person or a

lou paid employee? The applicant was working as Tradesman'D’,
By his knowledge and experience we can know that he is

quite capable of uwnderstanding the implioations of giving

a letter under pressure. The applicant has not explained

any reasons for not bringing notice to fhe disciplinary
authority after 25?5?94 or during the course of his
submission of the representation dt?19?8?94 against the
findings of fhe inquiry officer to the effect that this
letter of admission dt.2575.94 could not be relied.upon

and that the same was obtained by the Inquiry Officer

by wsing pressure.

18 The disciplinmary authority after considering
the report of the Inquiry Officer and also the representation
. of the applicamt by his proceedings dt.30.8:94 imposed

the penalty as extracted above.

19, Against the imposition of the said penalty by the

disciplinary authority, the applicant submitted the appeal

. eS8 b




) dated‘10.10.94. The meﬁorandum of appeal is ip the inquiry
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file. wWe have gone through the appeal memo., Even during
the course course of questioning the punishment imposed by
the disciplimary authority the applicamt has nowhere stated
that his admigsion of guilt of miscorduct by letter dated
25.5.94 was obtained by the Inquiry Officer by using pressure
on him,

20. The appellate authority by hils proceedings letter dt.
28.2.95 confirmed the punishment znd rejected the appeal.
21. Against the order passed by the appellate authority
the applicant submitted a revision petition, Even in the
revigion petition the applicant had not challenged his
letter of admission dt. 25.5,94,

22. The revigional avthority by his proceedings 4+.26,7.96
confirmed the punishment, however, modified the same.

23. It is for the first time in the OA the applicant raised
the plea that his letter of admission dt. 25.5.,94 was
obtained by the Inquiry Officer by using pressure. We
cannot accept the sazid comterntion raised for the first time
bafore us.

24, Further on perusal of the enquiry file we noticed that
the Inquiry Officer has rot conducted the oral enquiry.

In fact, the disciplimary auvthority appoimted the Enquiry
Officer even before the applicant could submit his explana-
tion to the charge memo. Theregéégﬁ the applicant had
submitted his explanatioﬁ to the charge memo,

25, The Inquiry Officer had fixed the inquiry om 25.,5.,94,
On that day accepting the lettef of admission of guilt by
the applicant, the Inquiry Officer concluded the inguiry.

It has to be noted that the misconduct alleged against the
applicant was one of thke unauthorised absence for a certaim
rcriod. Forvthat period the applicanrt had submitted the
cartificates issued byfﬁédical aqthorities. Those certificaty

are datgiled in aAmnexure to the charge memo,

S




was not given oral hearing. In a situation arising similar

09.

26, From the Inquiry File it is clear that the applicant

to this the Madras Bench of this Tribunal considered and held
that corncluding findings orn the . basis of the  letter of
admission on the dgte when fixed for the inquiry is mot proper.
Further, the Madras Bench of this Tribunal im the said case
viz, T. Narayvaran Vs. Deputy Chief Mechanrical Engineer
Carriage & Wagom wWorks, Madras & Ors (reported im 1999(2)
vol,27 ATJ 403) observed as follows :

"5, We have considered the arguments advianced by both
the parties and gone through the records. We are the
view that no proper oral enquiry has been conducted by
the respondents aind cortemplated under the Railway
Servants (D&A) Rules, 1968 bafore removing the applicant
from service. Under Rule 9(17) of the Railway Servants
(D&A) Rules, 1968 the procedure has been laid down as
follows :

Rule 9(17)

" on the date fixed for the irquiry, the oral and
documentary evidence by which the articles of charge are
proposed to be proved, shall be produced by or on
behalf of the disciplinary avuthority. The witnesses
shall be examined by or on behalf of the Presenting
Officer, if any, and may be cross examined bv or

on behalf of the Railway Servant. The Presenting
Officer, if amy shall be entitled to re—-exazmire the
witnesses on any points or which they have been cross-
examired, but not on any new matter without the leave
of the Inguiry authority. The inquirimg authority may
also put such guestions to the withesses as it thimks fit,

In this case we see that this procedure has not been
followed by the respondents, By no stretch of imagina-
tion we can come to the conclusion that the applicant
has admitted the charge on the facts and circumstances
of the case., Im our view the eaguiry Officer has put

im questions to the applicant as if he is cross examin-
ing the applicant, In our view it cannot be done by an
enguiry officer. The Bepartmental witmess cited has not
been examined. Ever if the applicant has admitted the
charge it is incumbent om the part of the respondents to
prove the charge by placing a material before the
enguiry officer and exmmine the the witness on the

side of their part, Just because the applicant has
stated that he has stayed away the respordents have
taken the view that the agpplicant has admitted the chargel
The respondents have rot taken mote of the fact, that,

he has been repeatedly stating mxx that he has sent three
telegram and this we find the applicant has stated

at the earlier point of time im his reply to the charge
memo issued to him, In our view this is typical case
where the rules contemplated urder the Railway Servants
(Disciplinary & Appeal) Rules, 1968 has not been followed
and the applicant has been removed from service., 1In

view of that all the orders impugned in this application
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stands set aside and the application stands ailowed. 

It is open to the respondents to start afresh an

enguiry, if they want to pursue the matter further,

27. The Madras Bench of this Tribunal considered the case
under the RS(Dp) Rules, 1968, The rule similar to rule 9(17)
of the rules, 1968 is available under Rule 14 (14) of the
CCS CCA Rules.

28. In that view of the matter, the observatiorn made by
the Madras Bench of this Tribunal is squarely applicable to
the fazcts of the case. In our opinion the enquiry officer
could not have comcluded the enquiry only on the basis of
the letter of admission dt. 25.5,94 though we have not
accepted the contention raised by the applicant that the
sald letter dé. 25.5.94 was taken by the Inquiry Officer
by pressure. We feel that the Inquiry Officer must have
conducted the enquiry before submitting his report.

29, In that view of the matter, we feel that the impugned
orders are not sustaingble.

30, Herce, the 0,A. is ligble to be accepﬁed.

31. We issue the following directions :

{a) The impugned orders are hereby set aside,

(b) The respondents are at liberty to proceed further
from the stage of considerirg the representation
dt. 25.5.94 submitted by the applicant in answer
to the charge memo.

32. The 0.A. is ordered accordingly, No order as to costs.
33. Enguiry reebrds produced by the respondents are,perused

and returned to the respondents,

{R . RANGARAJAN)
MEMBER ( ADMINY

Dated, the Sm’_April, 'gg, ﬁ\.-‘/L,

cs FLAT,
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Copy ta:

1. HDHKD

2. HHRP M(A)

3. HBSP|M(2) —
4. D.2.(R) —
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- CENFRAL ADMINT%TQATIVF TQIPUNAL HVDVRQBAD BENCH AT HYDERABAD

Ty . "$’“’--“

[ AN 'I(““

h ' . Form No.9, B3 P 2.D.
hi? ' (uen Rule 29) o =T

1st Floor,HdAC Rhavan. Gnov:Public Garden, Hvde;ab~& 500004,4,P,

ORIGINAL APDPLICATION NO. ~of 1¢9
- 1630 e

Aoplicant (5) g,8,pillay _ /s rRespondent(S)

gecy. To Govt, of Infis, Dept of Atomic Ener
By advocate Shii: CaM Marg, Mumbal & Ors.

V.Venkatoawara Ree : .
: ciwy/Ccentral Govit.Standing Counsel)

TO. .
sri. V.shimannq. AS3GL, On%”T,

Rel. The Secrataxy to Govt of India, Dept of Atomic Energy,

Y

DeSa M, Marg, Mumbai,

3455; The Chief Fxecutive, Muclear ?uel Compler, Dapartment |
of Atomic Energy, RCIL Post, Hyderabad,

Re3. The Daputv‘ChieF Executive{a}, Nuclear Puel Lomplex,
: : Jepertment of atomic £nergy, TOIL Post Hyderalad,

whereas an aopolication filed by the above named applilcant
under Section 19 of the Admlnlstrﬁtlve Tribunal Act, 1985 as

in the cony arrexed hereunto has be==n registered =ad upon
nreliminary hearing the Trihunal has admitted the application.
Notice is hershy given to you that if you wish to contest
the anmlication,_vou mav f£ile your revly along with the document

in sunport therof and after %erv1nq cony of the same on the

aonllcant or his mﬂqal hractltloner within 30 days of receipt of

the notice hefore this ©Cribunal, €ither in person or through a

Legal prectitioner/ Presenting Officer anpointed by you in

this behalf, 7I#! default, th# s=id anplication myy- ba heard and

decided in your ahsence on orAafter-that date without any -

further+ Notice, '
Issued under my hand and the seal ef the Tribunal

This the . Eleventh. . . . .day of . ., December, .“19%_

//BY ORDER NF THE TRIBUNAL//

Date s 18,.12.97, Cfgi
FOR%E%GISTQAR.

.. v N
e oy
_ wi 0 AEl et qwrghe afasor
&‘ e - ?\’L £ ’.‘/.E'f‘, .- . .
: \r/), iy B;‘,_/f s Centrel Administrive Tribunal
1 I & -- aw DESPATCN

2 4 DEG 1997

}
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District
In .the Central Administrative -

Tribunal at Hyderabad

0.A. No. T - of 199

VAKALAT

ACCEPTED -* *

V. VENKATESWAR RAO
" . ADVOCATE

Applicant
. Counsel for Petitioner
Respondent

Address for Service : Phone : 7665481

V. Venkateswar Rao,

Advocate
1-8-430, Chikkadpally,
Hyderabad - 500 020.



IN THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRQTIVE
TRIBUNAL AT HYDERABAD

.O;A.aNo. l( ”6/0" ~of 109

]
L |
QLo { |
6 DJU@L Applicant
—7 o VERSUS
DLQI/W%/@{QQS“/ % L{/OV\T c@ Mq Ou&;es;i}o?i’r\n/)

Applicant-Petitioner

Respondent in the above Application/Petition do hereby appoint and retain

m lg V. VENKATESWAR RAO,L0 (L Mo~ /(/7
. ‘ ADVOCATﬁv

4y

“Advocate/s of the Tnbunal to appear for me/us in the above
Appllcatlon/Petltlon and to conduct and prosecute (or defend) the same and
all proceedings that may be taken in respect of my application connected
with the same or any decree or order passed therein including all applications .
for return of documents or the receipt of any moneys that may be
payable to me/us in the said Appllcatlon/Pention and also to appear in ali
applications for leave to the Supreme Court of India and for review of judgement
and to enter into compromlse :

ﬂ\ﬂ‘srfﬂnp "\
aEfas . 2 -

'\ ‘?’ LN
A AECEIVER A %

rER)

SRESTHE of this Vakalat were read out and explained in
OO ) in my presence to the executant or executants who appeared
perfectly to understand the same and made his/her/their signature or marks in
my presence.

Executed .before .me this ....... QT'ﬁ] ......... day of Q‘AAL‘I ...... 199 7]

275,
Advocate, Hyderabad.
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Basn=erbagh,

IN TEZ CESTRAL ADMINISTRATIV @ TRISUNAL :: HYDAREARA

- AT YD RAZAD | PCH
0:nn 20:(6300e 1)
‘ WMC. OF APROATECE .

Betweon :

G S Dckkc:u

And

& i

QQ Czre:tow7 bo_{')‘%ﬂ- P Gt ’)/ _ | -
¥19k7¢ﬁﬁﬂ - E:U@41amf fqﬂbkuA511~'- ‘ -
5””“4 'C>, ~7. ' ' . " TResponcent (&)

Applicant (s).

The Re glJtrar,

central Administrative Tv1bunal
Hyderanad Bench,

HYD <2 A B AD

Sir,

I, ¥. BHIMAINA, Acvocate, having bren authorlﬁe-
By tne Central Sovernment, ﬂut‘;lPQ under Section ~ 14 of
the Administrative Tribunals Act 1985, heieby apptar for the

Keopond onts end undertale o plead and act for them in all

matters in the spove sald cace.

s W’W\/@"’“&—f P

Hyderabad, o
Signature of the Counsel
: ?)*(4¢3%3 .. - . Addfl. celLc/sSC for Railwayo

Addr eus ] Q?E,.,Lth'%?, Copnsel .

203, ‘emuka Thakti Apartments,
King Koti Roadg,

.

HYD AZAD ~ 500 029

B T s T T A s s A < a2tk




A

the: Cantral. ative . TghSumal
HymarBanch H dté?égad.
fl.ANO, : :t -BF 1997
in
)

0.A.5.R.ND.2284 OF 1997

Bétwean: e ‘

G.S.Pillay \ « «.Patitiomer
Coed

The Sa&etary “€o .Govt,,

of India, Dept. ©of Atomic

Eneragy, C.S.M.Marg, |

Mumbai = 400 039.
and 2 others. i .. .Respondents

- un Pa Tk

"Condone’ delay Behtlm .

Filed bys
Sri.¥.Venkatesuar Rao
K.Fhaniraju, ,
Advocats

Counsei f‘or the Ape ic



IN THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL = HYDERABAD BENCH

" 1," The Secretary to Govt. of India,

f

AT. HYDZRABAD.

n.ANO. WO  oF 1997
in

C.A.S5R.NGC,.2284 OF 1597

Be tweens: .

G.SwPillay s/o.

aged dbout years,bce; Tradesman 'DY,

Naclear Fuel Complex, Hyderabad, S I
Resident. of Hyderabad. | ees Applicant

"and

Department of Atomic knergy, |
2. The:Chief Executive,’
Nuclear Fuel Complex,
Dept. of Atomic knergy,
.. ECIL Post, Hyderabad..
%, The Deputy Chief Executive (R),
Nuclear Fuel Complex, L
Department:of”Atﬁmic'Enengy, I - -
ECIL Post, Hyderabad.. .~ ess Respondents.

VRS R s
Filed U/s. 8 (#4¢) of Administrative Tribunal J@QHéL7 [&

A -
_ r‘an?thB reasons stated in the ap;ompany;ng_ﬁffidant,__

it is prayéd that this Hon'ble Tzibunal maﬁ be pleased to eondong
, oy Ao o | L st

the daﬂaﬁ4in;rasubm;ssion.of the above G,A; in the interest of

Justice and.pass any other order or orders as is deemed ity

pnnpan),necessaru‘and:expedient‘in the circumstancss of the case}

Hydarabad,' : } ﬂyf\“/D/’/// ,
ij -5=1997. Counsel for the Applicant

g



IN THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL : HYDERABAD BENCH
' AT, HYDERABAD |
m.A0. WRO oF 997
in. ‘
0.A.SR.NO. 2284 OF 1997
Be tween : ‘ .
Gie S Pill ay EXE Applicant
and : , ;

The . Secretary +o.Govt. of India,

Department: of Atomic Energy,

C.S.M.Marg, Mumbai ~- 400 039, ; |

and 2 others. _ .+s Rospondents.

AFFEIDAWLT

1, G.S.Pillay S/1i. ' ; aged about years,
{icc: Tradesman-5, Nucglear Fuel Comples, Hyderabad, Resident. of

Hyderabad, do hereby solemly and affirm and state-as follows @

he I am the applicant herein and as such I aw weill acquainted

withthe facts-of the case,

2. - The.above C.A, filed by me:was,.return on 29.7.1997 for

e

compliance of objections. The same could nat be resubmitted wifhin

thestime granted: as: I went. to my native pldce in Kerala for
domestice reasons. After my meturn, the objections raised ﬁy th

scruitiny was cempliad and-the O, A. mas,resubmlttad on 29, 9 1997

Thanﬂ is a delay of éﬁydays in resubmission of the 0.A. whlch ig

nesither wilful nor deliberate and for tha-neasons stated above.
If the delay iSs regubmission is not coﬁdbnas, I would suffer
irxeperabls 1bssaand damage .

3% _ There fore it: is prayed that this Hon!'ble Tmibunal

may be:pléased:‘, to0 condone the delay of é@r_days in ;.esubmission.
of the above 0.R. in the intenest of Justice and pass any
other. orden or orders.as is deemed fit, proper, necessary and

expedient in the cirecumstances of the case.

Sworn and éigned be fore ma 7
on this Zgfi-day of September,

1997 at hyderabad.

[@75 f’///@y

ORI S TS . DEPONENT

a




NG | ~
| TUORIGINAL
| o SGrggy, S dwENCH CASE

| CENTZAL ADMINISTATIVE TRIBUNAL
m . jf%a/q7 CwsH 2 7_9-5/,77 . HYDERABAD BENCH: HYDEIRABD.
i’ / =

M.A. NO. W30 o 1997,
IN

0.4 7% ye. 228U groqgg R .

| o (‘,o—n&m’“t‘ Wfﬂg%aﬁg/&

MI“‘.'\[r\.[Q)OJC—O-ur’_ W\Z‘lo‘

CBUNSEL FOR THE APPLICANTS.

AND
' Mr o
Sr.ADDL,STANDING COUNSEL FOR
C.G.R1lys. ‘

Wil SN
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