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CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL LUCKNOW BENCH LUCKNOW
Original Aspwslication No. 575 of 1992
Smt. Alka Bhargava « « « ¢ « o o o o o o o o o Applicant
Versus
Union of India & Others . ¢ o« o ¢ ¢ ¢ o o « Respondents

Hon'ble Mr. Justice U.C.Srivastava,V.C.

Hon'ble Mr. K. Obayya, Member (A)

( By Hon’ble Mr. Jutice U.C.Srivastava,V.C.)

The applicant who is the resident of city of
Lucknow appeared for the examination of the Indian Forest
services from Lucknow heli by the Union Public Service
Commission, her centre was at Lucknow and call letter was
also received at Lucknow and thereafter, the result was
announced, it was found tpat she has been selected. The
training was also taken é;vvttar Pradesh, but she was
allocatedﬁihe State of Assam. According to the applicant
as per roaster point, she could have been allocated onlyfl
the State of Uttar Pradesh and not state of Assam where
against her wishes she has been posted in the year 1989
after completing 2 years of training periodﬁ'the applicant
has filed the representation on 21.2.1991 against the sams
before the Union of India, her representation has been
rejected on the ground of Jjelay and laches.
2. Sri Asit Kumar Chaturvedi l=arned counsel for the
respondents raised the sreliminary objection that this
tribunal has no jurisdiction as the cause of action accrue
at Assam or accrued at Delhi and further the representatio
having b=¢n rejected on the ground of delay and laches, a
such her case can not be decided on merit. As far as the

question of jurisdiction is concerned, there is no denial
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of the fact that the applicant is the resident of the

city of the Lucxnow and she appeared in the exami mtion

at Lucknow and after seclection, she under tnok training

in the state of Uttar Pracech it=elf and thereafter,

the cadre of Assam and Meghalaya has bren allocated,

though &ccording to the applicant even under the reqgulatio

ns she was only entitled for the ¢ rtate of Uttar Pradesh,
Thus, the part of the cause of action accr ied to the
dpplicant in the State of Uttar Pradesh of which she is

the resident &nd received the training from where, she was
asked to join at Assam ard Meghalaya. Accordingly the
reliminary objection is over ruled,

2. The applicant has stated in her application

that after waiting for the rasult, when result was declared

4he made the representatica, Tbviously, the delay was

more than 1 yeard. As the reprecentation was filed

within @ period of 2 years from the date of her rosting

in the state of Assam and Meghalaya, Everybody can not be
supposed to be litigation minded and an officzer who
centered in the service is to be cautious enough not éﬁ
litigate with the government whec.e the moment one entered
into the service. 1In case, she was waiting for the result
and thereafter filed the representation, it can not be said
that her representation wds highly delayed. Accordingly,
the rejection of her -~epreseatation on the grognd of delay
and lﬁchesﬁunwarfanted. The apnlication is allowed and the
order cated 6.11.1991 re=jecting her representation ie
qééhed, and the reevondents are directed tn dispose of the
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reorecsentation of the dpplicant within @ period of two
months by & reasoned and spegking order taking into

consideration the decizion of Chandigarh Bench in Miss

Ravneet Xaur, a9n I.~.T. Probationer of the 193¢ batch,

( 0.A, No. 42 of 1989 decided by the Chandigarh Bench
on 10.8.,1990 ) 2gainst which ©.L.P. was also dismissed.
With the-=e observations, the appliicetion iz disposed of

NO order as to c¢cnsts.
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Lucknow Dateds 3.1.1993.
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