CENIRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBWAL, JODHPIR IE NCH, JADHPWR ((/)

Date of order s /SWi,11.1997.

Me.hoNO, 155/1996
C in
_0 +A N0, 266/1996 .

Kishori Lal Sharma S/0 Shri Xali Charan Sharma,retired
Driver Grade °C!, Wedern Railway, Ajmer, C/0 43-5 Bank
Colony, Jodhpur, .c. Bpplicant,

versus

1. Union of India through the General Manager,Western
Railway, Church Gate, BOnbay. .

2. The Divisional Railway Manager (E), Western Railway,

&jmer, «2s RespOndents.
CIRAL 3 N
HOROARABLIE MR A KMMISRA, JUDIZIAL MEMBER
'For the Applicant oo e . None present
For the Respondénts ... Mr. 5.3.Vyas

" BY THE CODIRT :

The applicant has moved this Hisc.&ppiicétion
with the prayer thet delay, if any, in filing the 0.A.

may Kindly be condoned and the Misc.Application be alloved,

.2. - The responients have filed their reply tothis
application and have alleged that the cazuse of&tion to
the applicant had arisen on 5.9,1985. The applicant has
not stated any reason for this inordimte de lay in filing
the O.A. Therefore, the O.h, is hopelessly time barred

and Misc.application deserves to be dismissed,

3. On the date of hearing, nobody ® appegred for the
applicant. The learned counsel for respondents appeared.

He was heard in detail. I odbserve as follows .
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4, From the record, it appears that the 8Special

Appeal preferred by the applicant before the Division

Bench of Hon'ble High Court of Rajasthan was allowed on

5th September, 1985, Thereafter, the applicant had taken
no stéps t0 get the judgment implemented through the
gfcess of Court. He gimply made a representétion in

the year 1986, as is mentioneé in the reply by the
respondents‘. Theréafter, within a reasoneble time, the
applicant should have g::::; moved to t}*;e High Court for
irplementation of the judgment but t.his w'as not done by
the applicant. Theva;plicant has not stated any reason '
as to why he did not take steps to implement the judgment
of the HOn'ble High Court from 1986 to 1996. The spplicant

had retired in the year 1983 i.e. during the pendency oOf

', : his appeal. W¥When the appeal of the applicant was decided

' by the High Gowrt, the applicant should have wigezouBly)

pursued the matter for implementation of juigment and
consequent fixetion of his pay and pensioh. Buwt after
moving @ representation in the year 1986, he, for the
first time, has moved this ©,A. in 1996. This is a

clear case of laches. The M.A. in suweh circunstances is
hope less ly time barred, In absence Of any reasomble expla-
nation for such a long delay for seeking the relief. the
delay in filing the O.A. capn not be condoned. Tﬁe by P

deserves tO be re jected,
Se The M.A., is hereby rejected.
E

Member (Judic ial)
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