
IN the; central ADfllNiaTRATIUE TRIBUNAL'
PRINCIPAL BENCH

NE'ul DELHI.

OA 2512/97

Neu Delhi this 'the I9th day of August, 1 998.

Hon'ble Smt.Lakshrai Suaminatjhan, Member (j)I I'-*! • j I I'-'UI U'

Hon'ble Shri K.Muthukumar, r'ember (a)

Fasal Plasih Daroes
3/0 Shri E.M .Dames
C/O Sahib An
Plazar Lane, f^lan Mahal,
Oarlya Gani, KBu Delhi. Applieant
(None for the applicant)

Versus

1. Union of India through
Genl.Manager, Central
Railuay, Plurabai, CST.

2. Divisional Railuay Manager,
Central Railway,^ Dhansi.

3. Divisional Mechanical Enginee3r(Diesel),
Central Railuay, Diesel Shed,
Dhansi.

... Respondents

(By Advocate Mrs. B.Sunita Rao)

0 R D £ r' (oral) - '
(I

(Hon* ble , Smt. Lakshmi Suaminathan', Member (d)
*

In pur order dated 17.8,98, when proxy counsel for

the applicant uas present, ue had noted that the case may

be taken up today for hearing on preliminary objections

taken t>y the respondai ts, and uas also stated that if the

applicant or his counsel not present^the case will be

proceeded on the basis of available records. In the circum*-

stances, ue have seen the jjleadinga and heard Mrs, B.Sunita

RaOjlsamed counsel for the respondents,

2, The applicant has impugned the Annexure A,1 order

dated 24.9,90 removing him from service. The respondents in

their reply have submitted that the Principal Bench of this

Tribunal does not have territorial jusisdiction in this

matter and that the application is also unduly delayed and
f

therefore, barred by limitation.

3. No doubt, the applicant has stated in the Derification

that he is resident of Dgx-iya Gapj but rightly pointed
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out by ths learned counsel fcr the responded ts, there is nothing

on record to shou that this fact is correct. Ue note that no

petition has been filed or allowed by the Hon*ble Chairman under

Section 25 of the Administrative Tribunals Act,1985 for retaining

this case to be heard in the Principal Bench. Under Rule 6(2) of

the Central Administrative Tribunal(Procedurs) Rules, 1987, a

person who has ceased to be in service by reason of retirement,

dismissal or termination of service may at his option file an

application with the Registrar of the Bench within whose juris

diction such person is "ordinarily residing" at the time of

filing of the application. In spite of the opportunitias afforded
he

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

reply filed by the respondents. Therefore, from the records

available in the file we are unable to conclude that the

applicant is ordinarily residing within the jurisdiction of

this Bench.

4. Ue also find merit in the second preliminary objection

raised by the respond^ts that this, application which has been ,

filed by the applicant on 15.10.1997 impuging the order dated

24»9,90 suffer,s from laches and delay and is hopela-ssly barred^.
■  ̂ under Section 21 of the Administrative Tribunals Act., 1 985,

It is also relevant to note that not even an application for

condonation of delay has been , filed, in this case.

5. In the above facts and circumstances of the case, the

application is dismissed. No order as to costs.

(K.fluthukumar) (Smt.Lakahmi. Suaminathan)
Member (A) , Mem bar (O)
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