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Central Administrative Tiibunal
rr-incipal Bench,New Delhi

0.A.No.1910/91

New Delhi this the 12th day of July,1995

Hon'ble ' ''̂ ^ '̂3®'Nember (A)Hon ble ohn Dr. A. Vedaval 1i,Member (J)
Shn Mahesh Kumar,
S/o Shri Sirdar,
Ashok Nagar, Chirpurwa,
Hardoi.

IBy Advocate : AVDnt,

VERSUS

Union or India, through

General Manager,
Northern Railway,
Batoda House,
New Delhi.

S.S.T.E (P.S.)

Respondents
i^fhy ^cL\Socjxt(, - £h•HK-Crr^

ORDER (ORAL)

( Hon'ble Shri S.R. Adige,He,nber (fl))

In this application Shri Nahesh Kunar^
Pt-aypd for the rel ief that he ehoul d be taken

back on duty along hUIi all consoquential

Appli cant

b£ n6 f \ t; s *

0 hrom the material; on record it appears
that the applicant who was appointed as Khalasi

on 21.11.1972 was involved in criminal case and

was arrested on 3.9.1982. He was discharged from

service on 10.9.1982 against which he has filed

t!ii.r O.A. uri 30.4.91 and the reply was filed on

20.11.91.



r

None .appear#! for the applicant when fht

case was called on 31.3.93. It is noted that the

applicant was absent on the previous date also

i.e. ^ 3.7.95^ /?i //>
4 rnn ideA /fc /vTw. , 4

ohri Gangwani appears for the respondents

and pointed out that as the impugned order is

dated 10.9.82 i.e. more than 3 years prior to

the inception of the Tribunal on 1.11.1985^

the Tribunal has no jurisdiction in this

case. He has further contended that even if it

is pfesumed that the Tribunal has jurisdiction^
the O.A. has been filed nearly 9 years after

after the date of the impugned order and is,

therefore, barred by limitation. He has further

pointed out that the applicant was appointed as

Project Casual Labour and was discharged as a
^ ^ P\Ad

result ofy^criminal case,^has no enforceable right
to be re-engaged.

^ These arguments appear«fi unassailable.
In the result we are unable to the

,r- rel ief prayed for by the applicant. This O.A.

fails and is dismissed. No costs.
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(Dr. A. Vedavalli) (S.R. Adige/

Member (J) Member' (A)
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