,_»,,w"r' . CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL
£ : . MUMBAI BENCH

ORTEINAL ARCSL ICATITON NO. > 885 of Zooo.

Oated FHIs Monday, Che ISLH day of Janyanry, 200,

CORAM s Hon thie Shri 8. N. Babadur, Member (A).

"

Hon “hle Shri Kuldip Singt, Member (77

Govind Balkrishna Kulksrnli,

Bhone Mechanicy, M. .00,

Rupwa d~Eamnl Koad, ‘ :

Kupwad, Sangli — 18 <I8. - Applicant.

(B Advocale Shri S.0. Inamdar]

WERSULS

2 z. riion OF India Chrough
Vhe Ohier Generadl Mansger,
Depariment of lelecom,
Mabarashira Circls,
Mumba I = SO0 Q0.

g Yhe tenseral Mansger,

telecom, strict-Sengli,

Sangli ~ Hls 4IS.

the Sub-Divisional Engineer

(ielecom), MM, M.IT.0.0.,

Kupwad, Sangli — 418 IS5, - ReSpOnden s .

(Bv Advocate Shri V. 3. Masurkar)

» | OPEN_COURT ORDER

PER - Shri B. M. E’afwdur, Mepber (A.

'}‘u’s' s an applicalion mede by Shri &. A. Kulkarni,

relier as outlined Iin para & of the O.A. Vhe

Respon el bave Filed a reply, where the basic point Laken

relates to Nlimitation, delay and laches. We have considered all
Lhe papers i the case and have also heard Lhe Llearned Clounsel
SUEI Iy ; ) the respective sides, namely - Shri 8. P Lrigmaae

and Shri S Masurkar.

lot -
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25 As Lhe metlter lies in a shord compass, we are  Jdisposing
of The case &b Lhe stage of admission by First considering the
rssue relating o Iimiftation, delay and laches.

B The Learned Counsel for fhe Applicant relied on the order
dared OF.Q3. 1885 [exhibii A2 page I5) where FP ifs sitated,
fnter-slis , Ehal wll frainess are due  For sppoiniment  From

CHEL Q5. 1885, FThe cconleniion oF Lhe Applicant fs Fhalt he was nolb

provided Che promobion which was due bo him Iin 1985, wntil over

L Fowr vears  falfer In 198, On  Lhe poind of Iimitation, Uhe

Learned Counsel refterated his case strenuously on the basis oF

Hls MNP no. 902000, prayving condonation of delay.

< thetre Is no cobher evidence of any aspplication mads o the
Respondenils, excenl Lhe copy of f&*z‘:'zf&»'; &L N-2 (page~55) where ¥
coudd be sean LHAL Some representalion was made daled 23,09, 1980
and & reply was given on I0.08. 188V, Exhibil -2 which [s dafed

QE. IO I98F 18 & mere relferaltion of rhe stand taken. T could be

cseen From Chis Dhel some represeniailion wss indeed made snd  Ehet

T was  rejected.  The basic point Chal there is delay and laches

fo The extenl of Fifieen years Is Uhus seen o be correct.

A, AFLer  hearing bolh sides fn the maller, 76 is JdEFFicullt
a.o condone Lhis delay and laches and to provide any consideration
Lo Lhe spplicant on Lhis score fn Che wake of very well seliled
law by Che Hon "ble Supreme Cowrd on the fssue of Iimitation.

& Svme  points were ' rafsed by Lhe Learned Counsel For

1

-

applicvant on Cthe meriis alse, which fs said o bhad a Jdirect
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bearing on limitation. One  oF these related o Lhe assertion

EFhat some OoCHSr DErsons were given appointment  much earlier (o

him. Even here, he was also nol ahle to show Lhal any person
Junior to him in his pivision was provided an  appolniment. e

were Informed by Che Counsel For Respondents Lhal Lhe senioriiy
in this cadre Fs division-wise, and this Fs a relevant poini
which goes agsainsi Lhe applicant. IC ceritainly does nol help on

Infirmity in his case on limita Lien.

R In  view of Che case being badly hit by delay and laches
and by the law of limitation, Lhe O.A. s, thererfore, hereby

dismissed. There will be no order as o cosis.

(KULDIP SINGH) (B.N. BAHADUR)
MEMBER (J). MEMBER (A),.

os*



