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This application under Section 19 of ths Administrative

Tribunals Act, 1985 is directed against Order No. 752-E£/508 deted
3rd September, 19?4 (Annexure A-6) by which some members of the
staff were placed on the Provisional Pancl in order.of merit

for Fhe post of APD (Class II). .In this panel, the applicant's
~name does not figure. He concludes that this is due to some '
adverse romarks made in his Confidential Repoft which we?e
communicated to him on 2/10-7~1984, His répre§antatians against
the adverss remarks wele considerad by the compstent authority
and rejectgd and the competent authority found no justification
to expunge the adverse remsrks. That was. communicated to him
on 16.6.1984 (Annexure A-5). The applicant has chosen to

file this application calling in guestion the said proceedings

w~_._ _.on 16.9.1987 which is more than one year after the comnencement
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of the Tribunal. - The application is, therefore, prima facic time-

barred,

2. The applicant has also filed a Miscellansous Petiticn
For.condonation of delay, Ail that he states in this Misc,
petition is that he had preferred an appeal against the impugned

order and thereafter, made some more representations. But no

Treply was received, When the reprfesentations ware-filed and at
what stage they are, it ié not clear. If the appeal is pending,
l he should await the order on his abpeal. IF‘the appeal was filed
mare than 1% yaarsvégg énd-if ha uanted-to approaéﬁ the Tpibunal
t . zven while the reprESQHtation/appeal is pending, treating i£ as
L haviqg been rejscted, he shoula have done so within one yaar of the
i ekpiry of six months, 1In the abswnce of these particulars, this
i |
application under Section 19 of the Act cannot be treated as
' filed within time, The other ground: méntioned iﬁ the
& . + application for condoriing the dal;y is that he had no. means to
spend for the casé, He is an employee of the Railways., He was
‘prosecuting his case before the Labour caurt. For any application
under Section 19, 0f the Act, # fee of fs. 50/- only is payabls.
The plea of. the applicant that he-had no means to file this
application is‘untenable. Lastly, it is mentioned Lhat he was busy
with his official duties and could not Spafe any time, Both these

assertions are belied by the Fact‘that Ne has bzen prosecuting ancther

proceeding. bafore the Labour Court (Central) Jalandhar in
Application No. 11-C of 1934,
3. In view of the above, we hold that sufficient cause hgs

not been shown for conaoning the -elay, Misc, petition for ccndening
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the delay is accordingly reject.d. Consequcntl Uriginal
y gly 9 s

Applic-tion No, 202/88 is also dismissed as barred by time.
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There will bo no order a

P

{(Kaushal Kumar) {K Madhavh Reddy)
Membeor . Chairman




