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DATE OF DECISION __ 18.6.1991

___Petitioner

Advocsie for the Petitioner(s)

ML4NeSeShevde

CORAM

N The Hon’ble Mr, MelleSingh

L ]
The Hon’ble Mr. R.C.Bhatt

Respondent

__Advocate for the Responacin(s)

: Administrative Member

¢ Judicial Member

1. Whether Reporters of local papers may be allowed to see the Judgement? %’7

2. To be referred to the Reporter or not?

No

3. Whether their Lordships wish to see the fair copy cf the Judgement? M=

4. Whether it needs to be circulated to other Benches of the Tribunal? M
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General Morkmen's Union for
and on behalf of the wWorkmen
Jaswantkumar M.Makwana. : Applicant

(Advocate: Mrs,.K.V.Sampat)
Versus

l. Union of India
Represented by the
General Manager,
Western Railway having his
Office at Churchgate Stn.Fort,
Bombay-400001,

2. Divisional Railway Manager,
Western Railway,
Pratapnagar,

P.0. vVadodara.

3. Senior Divisional Electrical
Engineer, Western Railway,
Pratapnagar, vadodara.

(Advocate: Mr. N.S.Shevde) : Respondents

.

ORAL ORDER

i"l-l'ﬁc/l84/9l
in
OOAC/ZOO/glO
Date: 18,6,1991
Per: Hon'ble Mr. MeMeSingh ¢ Administrative Member

1. Heard Mrs.K.V.Sampat and Mr.N.S.Shevde, learned counsel

for the applicant and the respondents on the Misc.Application.

2. The subject of this application is condonation of delay.
Contrary to the subject of the application, the application
statts with the sentence that the original application has been
filed guring the period of limitation prescribed by Section
21 (23 (a) of the ' Administrative Tripbunals Act, 1985.
M1,
:éiTsaying SO, it is averred that the respondent has published
a panel for regular absorption in railway service dated
4.4.,1988 omitting the names of the applicants whié;rmay
-aygileaat NOo.1l & 2.'The original application in its para 3,1
mentions that written representations were made on 9.,1.1991 and

Seen
12.1,1991s Saying these two dates, it is obvious that the
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applicants submitted representations after about three years
of the cause of action. When representations theﬁfelves are
made as late as three years after ¥he arisingéﬁge cause of action
such delay in making representation will not enhance the

LU o~ K
limitation tor purposes of satisfying the provisions Of(?l
of the Administfative Tribunals Act, 1985. The original
application was submitted by the applicantson 8.4.1991, %he
same is thus submitted after three years of &#rising of the

cause of action on 4.4.1988.

3. The application for condonation of delay relies upon
Court Precedent where delay is suggested to be condoned.
Condonation can be considered when a proper application
explaining the delay and admitting the delay has been made.

we f£ind that the application not satisified the criteria for
consideration of the application. The precedent cited therefore

has no . relevance before us.

4, The application for condonation of delay is,therefore,
rejected. In view of that the Original Application is also

rejected.
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(keCeBhatt) (MeMeSingh)
Judicial Member Administrative Member




