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I TRE CEUTFAL ADMINIESTRATIVE TRIEBUMAL, JAIFUFR EELNCH,
JATPUR |
Dated «f order: 02.09,2003
OA NWo.311,/2003 with MA Hel.232,/2003
Mchan Singh s/o0 Ehri Lal Par aged alkout &2 years r/o
H.M¢.271/20, Pratap MWagar, Link Road, llagra, Ajmer, at
rresent emplcyed on the post of Painter under JCarriage
Foreman, Ajmer in the ©fifice of Chief Works Manager,
Western Railway, Ajmer Division, Ajmer.
«. Applicant
Versus
1. nicn of India through General Manager, Northern
Western Railway, Jaipur.
2. Divisicnal PRailwsy Maenager, Weetern PFailway,
Ajmwer Division, Ajmer.
3. Deruty Chief Mechanical Fngineer (Carriage),
Western Failway, Ajmer Divisicn, 3jmer.
.. Respondents

Mr. Shiv Eumar, connsel for the applicant.

CORAM: »
HOWU'BELE MF. S.F.AGFAWAL, MEMEEF (ADMINISTERATIVE)
HOW'ELE MR, M.L.CHAUHAN,-MEMBER (JUDICIAL)
ORDER (ORAL)
The applicant has filed this DA with a prayer
that the respondents may he directed to consider the

matter for promotion w.e.f. the due dJate, when the
applicent was due for promotion i.e. 13.5.97 instead of

17.10.2001 when he was given promoticn.

2. The farcts ¢f the razse, kriefly stated, are that
the applicent was initially working in the Foundary and
when the Foundary waes closzd, he was ~gfent Te Loco

Department vide order dated 29.5.1934 (Ann.AZ). While he
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was working in the Loco Department, he. had passed the
trade test for the post of Mculder Grade-III in 1987.
Thereafter the applicant was again due for promotion
w.e.f. 1992, but he was not consideréd for the‘ said
promotion . as disciplinéry case was going on aéainst him
and He was issued a chargésheet dated 23.5.1391 for major
punishment. The charge against the applicant was that he
was unauthorisedly alsent frem 24.3.1991 teo 09.0%.1931. On
this allegation the' applicant was remcved from service
w.e.f. 13.05.1992. The applicant filed an appeal against
. the £3id order to the Appellate Authecrity, which after
consideration of all the facts, set-aside the removal
order and ,punishéd the applicant by withhoclding of
increments for 5 years with cumulative effect. Since the
applicant was awérded a major punishment, he was not
considered fit for promotion after 1997. The respondents
considered him.fit for prométion in the'DPC held in 2001
when he was promcted to the grade of Painter Grade-III

vide order dated 12.4.2001 (Ann.Al).

3. The applicant has filed this O3 late by more than
six monthe as he was authcorised to seek legal remedy
‘Qgthin one vear i.e. upto 17.10,2002 whereas he has filed
this 0A on 4.7.2003. As far as the reascns, it has been
explained‘by the applicent's counsel that it is because of
the fact that the applicent is uneducated and alsc due to
Cenestrmtlf™
hie financial f@gﬁgﬁgf he crculd ncot file the CA in time.
We are, however, not satisfied with the reascning givén by
the counsel for the applicant and the Misc. Applicatjon
for condonation of delay is rejected. For the reascns that

the Misc. Applicaticen for condonation of delay is

rejected, the OA is alsc dismissed for that reason as well
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as on the basis ¢of merit, the applicant has nc case.

4, In the result, con koth the counte we do not find
any merit in the OB and it is dismissed with no order as

to costs.

s opos

(M.L.CHAUHAN) (S.K.AGRAWAL)

Member (J) Memher (A)



