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CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL. JABALPUR BENCH. JABALPUR

original Application No. 269 of 2003

/

Jabalpur* this the 6th day of May 2003

Upadhyaya - Administrative Member.
Hen ble Shrl JJC. Kaushlk - Judicial Member.

Ban Blharl Lai, s/o. shrl Pyarelal,
Aged about 60 years, working as
A.c.R.s, Bhopal Division, Bhopal (M.P.)
(Presently posted as Data Base
Inspector).

# ♦ • Applicant

(By Advocate - shrl Punlt shrotl)

Versus

1. Union of India, Ministry of
Railways, Through Its Secretary,
Rail Bhawan, New Delhi.

2. The Chief Personnel officer.
Central Railway, C.s.T. Mumbal.

3. The Divisional Railway Manager,
Central Railway, Bhopal M.p.

Respondents

ORDER (oral)

By J.K. Kaushlk, Judicial Member j-

Shrl Ban Blharl Lai has filed this original

application praying therein the respondents be directed to

ace the applicant on the post of chief Enquiry cum

•servatlon Supervisor Grade Bg6S06«»i0500 (RSRP) from the

'ear 1998 with all consequential benefits.

2. The brief facts of the case are that the appli
cant was Initially appointed on 20/11/1965 as a Booking
Clerk after facing the selection by the Railway service

Coninlsslon. He was brought In the cadre of ECRS In 1979.

A selection was organised for the vacant post of Chief

Enquiry cum Reservation supervisor Grade Rs. 6500-10500

(RSRP) In the year 1998. The applicant was called for being
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Interviewed but he has failed and his Juniors were selected

In an another selection which was notified on 13/04/1999 v

the applicant was called for appearing In the selection.

The selection was held on 08/05/1999 with supplementary

examination on 15/05/1999.

3. The further facts of the case are that on

08/05/1999 (SIC 08/07/1999) the applicant was not able to

appear In the examination because he was not relieved due

to some adnlnlstratlve reason and on 15/05/1999 (siC

15/07/1999) he became 111 and was hospitalised. Thereafter

he was not called to appear In the examination. The

applicant sent a legal notice through his ccunsel on

07/08/2002 which remained undecided.

4. We have heard the learned counsel for the appli

cant at considerable length and have carefully perused the

records of this case.
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5. At the very outset the learned counsel for the

applicant was confronted with the question relating to the

maintainability of this original application on the ground

of limitation. The applicant submitted that a representatIcn

was made In the matter through his counsel on 07/08/2002

and the same Is not yet been decided and therefore the

original application Is within the limitation. He also

reiterated the facts narrated In the orlgl^>al application

and has submitted that a great Injustice has been done to j
been

him In as much as he has not^consldered and number of his I

Juniors has been promoted. He has also dm n our attention
mentioned

to Annexure A/7 wherein It has been 9QK/that the applicant

who failed In first attenqpt was not relieved In the second

chance.
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7, In the pr«nlses ve are of firm opinion that

original application is hqpelessly time barred and the

same deserves to be dismised as hit by law of limitation

itself# without going on merits. The OA stands dismissed

in limine accordingly.

ScL(
(J.K. KAUSHIK)
JUDlClAXi MEMBER

(R.K. UPAEHYAYA)
administrative member
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