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IN PHE CENTRAL ADMINISTRAT IVE TRIBUNAL,JAIPIJR 3ENCH,JATIPIR.

w K K

Date of Dec@:ion: 2.0l 25D

" Oa 430/99

Kailssh Kumar Sharma s/o shri Janki Lal Sharma r/o village
Post 7Bhuma Chota Bhuba, Tehsil Laxmdngarh, Distt .Sikar.
«o. APplicant
v/s
1. Union of India through Seéretary, Department of Posts,
Dak Bhawan, New Delhi.
2. Chief post Master General, Rajasthan, Jaipur.
3. Supdt .of Post Offices, Postal Deptt .,Sikar Division,
Sikar .
.+. Respordlents
CCRAM:
HON 'BLE MR-;TU"T ICE B .3 .RAIKOTE,VICE CHA IRMAN

HON ‘BLE MR oN.P NAWANT, ADMINISRAT IVE MEMBER

For the Applicant ee. Mr.D.P Puj ari
For the Respondents .o ———

CR D ER

PER HON 'SBLE MR JUSTICE B .5 .RAIKOTE, VICE CHATIRMAN

This appiication is filed for & direction to the
respondents to provide the applicant all the benefits:of
cont inuous service from July, 1986 to 1988 =wnd also the

balance of salary.

2. learned counsel for the sapplicant contended that the
applicant worked <s RTP Clerk between July, 1986 to 1988.°
T™He persons worked during that pericd got some bensfibs and

the applicant should have been given the same berefit.
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But without considering his application, the department

has rejected his representat ion viie..arder déted 31.3.99
(ann.a/7) and, therefo:'e, the same is illegal. Accordingly,

the applicant is entitled to appropriate relisf.

3. Th is apélicat ion is a vague application without any
part iculars 48 to the nature of the dity the applizant has
rendercd between July, 1985 to 1988. 1In & fact, when\}:he
applimnt made representation, the departnrent called for
the details as to in whf:at capacity he was working between
the afore said; period and wh,et.her he was cont inuqu ard
discont inued and what happened ﬁo .his service, for which
the applicant did not give any detail nor he fuarnished
any document in support of the same. Conseqiently, the
department rejected his apglic_:at ion dated 31.3.91 stat ing

that he was not entitled for any relief. It appears that

vide Ann.A/l the applicant was given some offer of

appointment in the year 1988, which appears that the
applicant has nct accepted. The applicant also is not
pasing any claim on the basis of that offer of appointment.
from' the circumstances, it appears that applicant worked

as RTP clerk from July, 1986 to 1988 as a standby arrangenent
withoait any regular wor}c as suach. He has not stated what
penef it shoald ﬁé‘ive been given to him which the others got.

Assaming for the sake of argument that he was entitled to
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certain benefits during July, 1986 to 1988, he could have
approached the appropriate forum in the yvear 1988 or 1989.
But this application is filed only in the year 1999, wérely
after 10 years. There is no application for condondation of
delay also. ¥From this fact it is clear that not only the
application is vdgue,bm)dxxmmm unintelligible but it
is also hopelessly barred by time. 1In the circumstances,

we have no option but to pass the order as under s-

The application is dismissed at the stage of admission.

ANyl |
(N .P .NAWANI) (B .5LEXIROTE)
)
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MEM3ER (A VICE CHATRMAN



