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HON’ BLE SRI JUSTICE V. RAMASUBRAMANIAN 
AND 

HON’ BLE SRI JUSTICE M. GANGA RAO 

WRIT PETITION No.536 OF 2018 
 
ORDER: (per  V. Ramasubramanian, J) 

 
Challenging the refusal of the A.P. Administ rat ive Tribunal to 

restore an applicat ion dismissed for non-prosecut ion, the pet it ioner has 

come up with the above writ  pet it ion.   

     2.  Heard Mr. N. Siva Reddy, learned counsel for the pet it ioner. 

 In view of the limited nature of the grievance, we directed the learned 

Government  Pleader to take not ice for the respondents. 

3.  The applicat ion f iled by the pet it ioner in O.A. No.3072 of 2011 

was dismissed for non-prosecut ion on 05.09.2013.  Seeking restorat ion of 

the applicat ion, the pet it ioner f iled a miscellaneous applicat ion, but  the 

same was dismissed on the ground that  there was no suff icient  cause. 

 Hence, the pet it ioner is before us.   

4.  It  is seen from the impugned order that  the Tribunal has taken 

a conservat ive approach in dealing with the applicat ion for restorat ion. 

 Admit tedly, the pet it ioner had to change his counsel after the previous 

counsel failed to appear.  Therefore, the Tribunal cannot  expect  the 

pet it ioner and the present  counsel to give reasons for the previous 

counsel’ s absence on 05.09.2013.   

5.  Hence, the writ  pet it ion is allowed and the impugned order is 

set  aside and the original applicat ion f iled by the pet it ioner shall stand 

restored. It  may be dealt  with in accordance with law by the Tribunal.  

 As a sequel thereto, miscellaneous pet it ions, if  any, pending shall stand 

dismissed.  No order as to costs. 

_____________________ 
V. RAMASUBRAMANIAN, J 

 
_______________ 

                                                                                 M. GANGA RAO, J 
January 04, 2018 
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