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Shri i1alsinh Prabhatsinh Jadeja, 
Near Gopat. Chowk, 
Jamnagar Navagam Shed 	 : Applicant 
(.dvocate: 1r.t.D.Parmar) 

Versus 

Union of India 
through: 

The General i4anager, 
Western Railway, 
Churchgate, Bombay. 
Divisional Railway i1anager, 
estern Railway, 

Kothi Compound, 
Rajkot. 
:xecutive Engineer(C) 
Western Railway, 
Jamnagar. 

P..I., 
Westrn Railway, 
iehsana. 	 : ResOndents. 

(-dvcate: r.B.b.Zyada) 

0 R A L J U D C M L N T 

O.t./86/91 	 Date: 4.7.1991 
with 

A1../7i/90 
2e-: Hoe'ble 1r. J.i.K.ingh 	 : Administrative r4ember 

1. 	In this application under Section 19 of the Administrative 

Fm Tribunals Act, 1985 the threshold question is regarding delay in 

filing it. 

The respondents have not tiled their reply. We have 

Iard learned counsel kox i4r..D.Parmar for the applicant and 

Mr.B.R.Kyada, learned counsel for the respondents. At the outset 

it shQuid be stated that even though reply has not been filed 

by the respondents, it is the uty of the respondrnts to orove 
1 their own contentions by the 

The aPplicant according to his own showing in the 

11 arplicant' s record of service" Arinexure A/i produced by the 

applicant had left on 2.8.1985. This last spell of engagement 

according to this record is from 2.7.1955 to 2.8.85. The aplicat- 

jQa registered with this Tribunal on 15.2.1990 	has been filed 

about after three years enS. 290 days of the axpiry of one year 

from the dete of cause of action namely 2.8.1955 which is ±dentified 
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by iir.0.D.Paruar, learned counsel for the applicant as the 

date of cause of action. We notice from the application also 

that the aeplicant was conveyed an oral order of retrenchment 
t4 

on 2.1985. During the submiss±ori1r.parmar stated that the 

aelicnt was sicgáve notice of sickness, asked for leave 

and all these papers including the service cards' of the 

applicant is not with the appl:Lant, 	n the Original 

* 	 pol±aation as well as in the Nisc.pplication for condonation5  
H 

iere is no averment about the aoulicant having lost urimary 

evidcnco which an - t support - his Contention that he is 

t-ë railwayervant, was engag ed for the :;eriods mentioned, in 
b 

the above application. When such , erimary evidence h€ not 
• 

oroduced nor the explanation 	 the ii.. and O.. 
at c 

about why it is not nterd,we are/e l-.e-t to understand 

how the applicant has not been able to1-y information 

about his record of service. 

s the satisfactory evidence about his service 

particulars not (Droduced and explanation about why the same 

is not produced not e-e, the prayer for condonation of 

delay for 3 years and 290 cays m:ntioned in the application 
h 

cannot be 

5. 	in view of the above, the delay cannot be condoned 

and the Misc.Application has to be dismissed.riei.Iisc• 

polication dismissed5  'he 	has to be rejected. The O,A. 

as well as the hisc.pplication are finally disposed of. 
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