IN THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL
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DATE OF DECISION _23=04=32

K, Komaleswaran Applicant (s)

Mr,KRB Kaimal

through praoxyAdvocate for the Applicant (s)

Versus

General Manager, Southern Respondent: (s)
Railway and others

Mr, M,C Cherian through

Advocate for the Respondent (s)
' roxy .
CORAM : P

The Hon'ble Mr. S.P.Mukerji - Vice Chairman

~

The Hon'ble Mr. N,Dharmadan - Judicial Member

Whether Reporters of local papers may be allowed to see the Judgement ? yef
To be referred to the Reporter or not ? ,

Whether their Lordships wish to see the fair copy of the Judgement ? A

To be circulated to all Benches of the Tribunal ? W4

L

JUDGEMENT
(Bon'ble Shri N.Dharmadan, Judicial Member)

The applicant who has worked as Cleaner in

the Veéetarian Restaurant in the Coimbatore Railway from

, Loa_s .
1977 to 1980 filed this application for/@irection to the

respohdents to give him appointment as f4azdoor Cleaner Or

Bearer in t he Catering Service of .the Railways.

2. | | Accérding to the applicant he was laié up due

to jauntice sommms‘%/in 1982 after his original engagement
py the Railways.. Thereafter he repeatedly represented

before the respondents for getting re-employment, He produced
Annexure-I representation which is dated 23.12.87. He filed
Annéxure-—‘_lI representation on ‘-6.7.90. According to him in

spite of repeated'representations he was not given any
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employment nor was he given any ®mmunication by

the respondents;

3. He-has also filed an application M.P.392/92

for condcngpioﬁ of delay in filing this O.A,

4, . Whent;he matter came up for admiséion today

the learned éounsel for respondents, who received.a

copy of the application and application for condonation
of deiay,Opposed to the admission vehemently stating that
the applicant has abandoned}the job from 1982 and he - |
is not éntitléd to any reempléyment as claimed in the:

application,

5,  In the view that we are taking in’this case
it iS not necessary . for us to walt for a reply from
the respondents. ~ The apnllcént has not given any
satisfactofy'rééson for the long delay iq filing the
applicatibn; He was depending on repeated represent-
ations. SinCe the delay in this case has not been
§r63321y exbléined by the apﬁ)licanty the application
for condonation of delay is liable to be dismissed.

Aécordingly we dismiss the M.P,392/92 for‘condohation

of delay. The O.A, is also dismissed.
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