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Thi. Originl Application hs been pOst€1 today 

r perem.ptory hearing. The applicant who is appearing in 

ersn is bnt on ca11 	There is also no request for 

djoumment frm him, is in this Original Application, 

lcdingz hvr beer) completed long ag,we have heard 

hri j3.pal,iearn& senior Counsel appearing for 	the 

Respondents and perusEd the records, Shri Pal,Learfled Sr. 

ounse1,has filcd alcnçith a memo two decisions of the 

ionourable Supe Court and decision of the Tribunal in earlier 

Original Application No,. 560/1996 disposed of by this aench 	f 

n16-11-191,18. In this Original Application, the applicant 

hs made the fllcwing prayer which is quoted be1ow 

After hearing the parties and perusal of the 
records the RespondEnts be directed for 
enforcement of official, memorandum dated 2.3.65, 
25,12.1971, B. 1,1978, 25,6,1980 and 5.10,1981 
and direction of HOn'ble StpraTe Court by 
identifying a suitable jo for the applicant 
in terms of the principle laid dn in para- 

\' j' (\ 

	

	 394 of the judgment dated 16-111992 in the 
Mandal Commission case in W.P. (C)Nos.1081/90 
and 111/2 of the i-ionble supreine Court as 
well as in terms of order dated 17.8.1967 and 
24,7,1969 in C,A,No,1749/8 7 and order dated 
12,8, 91 in w.v. (C) Nos. 536, 734 of 1990, 237 of 
1991, as a rehabilitation assistance to cured 
Leprosy perS0flS. 

2. ReSpondents are (1) 	secretary,Ministry of welfare7 

(2) Chief personnel Officer(AdministratiOn) South Eastern 

Rai1.Wy,Gard1 Reach, Calcutta and (3) chairman,Railway 

c 	t 	rd 	bneswar3  Respond ents have fi led their 

cc)U( 	 v p ray Cr o 	ppl icant and p ictint has 

fi ed re1c5.nd '-:, t:e have perusc'(i thn sarne 
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3. 	For the purpOse of considering this original. 

Application, it is not necessary to refer to all the averrnents 

made by the parties in their voluminess pleading.It is Only 

necessary to state that the applicant claims to be a 

cuze.1 Leprosy patient and he wants his Case to be consider1 

for app iritment by way of rehabilitation assistance in 

terms of circular datei 2-3-1965 at nneire-1 and certain 

other orders referr1 to in the prayer portion of the 

petition. LearnxI senior counsel for the Respondents has 

brouçht to our notice that an identical matter in O.A. 
which 

NO. 560/1996 jhas been dispos& of by this Bench  in their 
£ 

order dat& 16-11-198.e have,therefore, called for the 

records of O,A.No,560/1996 and gone through the same, and 

we find that the prayer in Original Application No.560/96 

is identical to the prayer thade in this Original Application 

and the Respondents  in Original Application NO. 560 of 1996 

are the very same authorities who have been arraigned  

as tespondents in this Original Application. The grounds 

urge:ft in support of the prayer in this Oricjinai. Application 

are the same grounds uzgl in original Application NO. 560/ 

196 and the R&pondents have also oppos& the prayer on 

the same gr'unds.In our order datel 16-11.1996,we have 

held that the purported circular dated 2-3-.1965 at Annexur&l 
which 

to that 0. A,/ s also at Annurl in this 0. A. is not in 

existence and on other grounds elaborately discussed in our 

order dated 16 1-1993,we had held that 0,A.No. 560/96 is 
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without any merit and the same was rej ecteJ 

4. 	In the present case, the applicant has corn0  up 

with the same prayer and with the same grounds and 

threfore,we see no reason to differ from our findings 

arrived at in O.A. No.560/96, In viei of this, WO hold 

that this Original Application is without any merit and 

the 	same is rej ectEd, 

S. 	There is also one more ground which was not 

raised in Or:Lginal Application No. 560/96 on which the 

Original Application has to be rej ectd, The applicant 

wants a direction to be issued to the Respondents t 

give him appeintm€jit by way of rehaoilitatjon assistance 

on the ground of his being a cu red Leprosy p a U cn t. 

Respondent N0.1 is stationed at Delhi and Respondent No.2 

is stationed at Calcutta,Therefore, with reçiaz  to Res. 

Nos,1 and 2 cause of action nv.ist be deemed to have. been  

arisen outside the territorial jurisdiction of this Bench 

pf the Tribunal, The applicant,is no doubt a resident of 

Orissa but in terms of 	le6 of CAT(prOC&ure) FL1es, 

17, he has to file the case where the cause of action 

either wholly or in part has arisen.Sub rule (2) of ile-6 
abo ye 

which beats an exception to the,,çjeneral Rule does not also 

covet the case of applicant so far as these two Respondents 

are concerned. Therefore, this Original Application is also 

rejected on the ground of not beinq maint1naole against 

ROZpOfld€fltS 1 and 2, 
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6 • 	AS rega zxIS Respond ent No. 3, he is the Chai nfl an, 

Ru 1w a y Recruitment BO rd, B 1*ib a esw a r. In a s et a rate 

counter filed by the ReSpOndent NO.3, it has been submitted 

by him that he is not a proper or necessary party in this 

O.A. and the scope of the activity of ReSpondent N0.3 has 

nothing to do with the prayer made by the Applicant in this 

O.A. It is submitted and to our mind, rightly by the 

Respond en t NO • 3 that he C an take up Recruitment P ZOc edu re 

only when a matter is referred to him by the Compet&t 

Authority/proposed empl.yer in the ii1wuy Mministration. 

Applicanthas not made any averment that Respondelit No.3 has 

while dealing with the cases of appointment to any post, 

declined to consider the prayer of applicant .r that the 

applicant did make a prayer to the Respondent NO. 3 to consider 

him as preferential category. In vie, of this, we hold that 

RespOndent No.3 is also not a proper and necessary party to 

this 0. A. and the 0. A. is also accozdingly held to oe not 

maintainable against the RespOndent No.3, 

In viq of our discussions made above, we hold 

that the application is without any merit besides not being 

maintainable and the same is accordingly rejected but without 

y order as to Cost, 

 we ha ye also 	h ea rd the 1 ea rn ed Senio r couns el 

appearing for the RespOndents Mr.B.Pal on the application 

g/s, 340 cRpc to initiate proceedings against 

fo r sanc tion of prosecution u/s. 193 I [C. in vi i 
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of the fact that we have rej ected the Original Application, 

we do not think this is a fit case for taking further 

action on the Misc.Application filed for this p1rpGse by 

the 1 ea rne:1 S eni 0 r counsel for the Respondents. In vi e f 

this P.A. filed for this pu rpe Be is rej ø  
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