CENTRAL ADMINISTRAT IVE TRIBUNALY ERNAKULAM BENCH

MeAoe NOo 163 of 1997 in

g.A. No. 188 of 1997,

Tuesday this the 4th day of February 1997

CORAM:
HON'BLE MR. A.V. HARIDASAN, VICE CHAIRMAN

HON*BLE MR. P.V. VENKATAKRISHNAN, ADMINISTRAT IVE MEMBER

K. Rajeshkumar,
Carriage & Wagon Khalasi,
Gffice of the Senior Section
‘Engineer,
Nagercoil, residing at
Srisannidhi House,
Edavad P.0., Chenganoor. ' «e Applicant

(By advocate Shri .8, Ajith Prakash (represented)
Us.

1e The Genaral Manager,
Southern Railway, Madrase.

2. The Senior Divisional
Personnel Gfficer,
Southern Railuay,
Trivandrum,

3. The Union of India represented
by the Chairman,
Railway Board, ‘
Rail Bhavan, New Delhl. .+ Respondents
(By Advocate Shri Mathews J. Nedumpara, ACGSC)
The application having been heard on 4th February,

1997 the Tribunal on the same day delivered the following:
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HON'BLE MR AV. HARIDASAN, VICE CHAIRMAN

Th&Original Application is directed against
a letter of the Senior Divisional Personnel Officer,

Southern Railway, Trivandrum dated 18.3.1934 by which

the claim of the applicant for appointment on a
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Grouﬁ 'C* post on compassionate grounds was rajected.

He had Elready been appointed on a Group 'D' post on
compassionate grounds. As the application is filed beyond
the periods of limitation, and as there is a delay of

cne year, ten months and tuenty seveh days this miscellaneocus
application has been filed seekihg congideration of delay.

We have perused the Miscellaneous Application. The énly
ground stated is that on account af»finéncial d;f?iculties
and Pamily problems he could not seek relief earlier ¢

What is"thé nature of family problems is not stated.

The applicant is not an unemployed peréan; Ve do not

Pind the reason for the delay explained in the application
either genuine or sufficient to condone such léng delay

like this. Further on merité also the applicant do not have

even a prima facie case. If the case has considerable merit

- and if non condénation of delay would result im miscarriage

of justice the considerations would be different. Here
that is not the case. Hemgce this Miscellaneous Application

is dismissed.

2. As the Miscellaneous Application for condonation

of delay is dismissed the Origimal Application is rejected.

Dated, the 4th February, 1997.

P.V. VENKATARRISHNAN S R.Ve HARIDASAN
ADMINISTRATIVE MEMBER ' VICE CHAIRMAN
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