. Dariya Ganj, New Delhi.
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IN THE CENTRAL ADMIN;STRQTIUE TRlBUNAL' Ii)f/‘
PRINC IPAL BENCH
NEW DELHI.

OA 2512/97
New Delhi this the 19th day of August, 1998.

Hon'ble Smt.Lakshmi buaninaﬂhan, Member (J)

Hon*bls Shri K.Muthukumar, Member (A)

Fasal Masih James

S/o Shri €.,M.James
€/0 Sahib Anuar, 1201,
Mazar Lane, Kalan Mahal,

\... Applicant
(None for the applicant)

Ve rsus

1. Union of India through
Genl.Manager, Central
Railway, Mumbai, CST.

2. Divisional Railway Manager,
Central Railway, Jhansi.

3. Divisional Mechanical Lnglneer(Olesel),
Central Railway, Diesel Shed,

Jhansi. ‘;.. Respondents

(By Advocate Mrss E.Sunita.Rao)

ORDER. (ﬂRAL) S

(Hon? ble . Smt.Lakshmi Suaminathan, Member (3)

In our order dated 17.8.98, when proxy ;ounsel for
the applipant‘uéé present, we had noted that the case may
be tdken up today for hearing on prgliﬁinéry'objections
taken by the reSpondavts,aﬁﬁ qt was aléo stated that if the
appiicant or his counsel é%é’not present,the case will bé
proceeded on the basis of svailable records; In the circum-
stances, we have seen the bléadinga and heard Mrs,B.Sunita

Rao,leamed ¢ounsel for the respondents,-

2, The ~applicant has lmpUgned the Apnexure A.1 o: dar

Vdated 24.9,90 removing him from service. The respondentsiiﬂ

their reply have submitted that the Pringipal Bench oF this

' ‘Trlbunal does not haue territorial jusisdiction in this

matter and that the application is also unduly delayed and

4

thefefore barréd'by limitation.

3, No doubt, the applicant has stated in the Uerification
- New Deff, 5
that he is r881dent of Darlya Gan%cbut ®as rlohtly pointed



}%

,;2- ' “i%)
cut by the learned counsel fcr the rBSponda1ts,_there is nothing
on T ecord to shas t hat this fact is correct. We note that no
petltlon hag been filed or alloued by the Hon'ble Chalrman under
Sectlon 25 of the Adm1n¢strat1ve Tribunals Act 1985 for retalnlng
this case to be heard in the Principal Bend. Under Rule 6(2). of
the Central Admini strative Tribunal(Procedure) Rules, 1987, a
person who has ceased to be in service by reason of retlrement,
dlSmlssal or termlnatlon of servlce may at hlS option flle an
application with the RBglstrar of the Bench u1th1n whose juris-
diction such person is “ordlnarlly r981d1ng" at the tlme of

Flllng of the application. In spite- of the opportunities afforded
he

to the applicant, /has also failed to file a rejoinder to the

r9ply filed by the reSpondents. Therefore, from the records

- ayailable in the Flle we are unable to conclude that the

L

applicant is ordinar;ly residing within the JurlsdlCtlQn of

this Banch. - |

4. ‘Ue also find merit in‘the second preliminary objection
raised by the rQSponuents that this appllcatlon which has been
Flled by the appllcant on 15. 10.]997 1mpUq1ng the order dated
24 9 90 suffers from laches and delay and is hopelessly barred i?j
under bectlon 21 of the Admlnlstratlve Tribunals Act.,1985.

It is also relavanb to note that not even an-application for’
conddnation_of deléy Has,heeh.filedmin this case.

5. i In the above facts'and'ﬁircumStances oFlthe‘Cass; the

application is dismissed, No order as;to costs.

o C Jode Bt

(KoMuthukomar) "~ (Smt.Lakshmi. Swaminathan)

Member (A) ‘ o Mem ber (3J)
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