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IN THE CENTRA,L A.DMIN!STRATIVE TRIBUI\J.AL 
JAIPUR BENCH 

ORIGINAL APPliCATION NO. 340/2010 

CORAM 

HON'BLE fVJR_ M.L. CHAUHAN. JUDIClAL MEMBER . . . 
I ,,....,N"8' .... "-A~ .:.!' r ....... ,,._.,.,.., '~"! fq "~-tv""'~,,.~~~"~' r~ ""~~_,....,.,.....;:"' 
nvt L.C: i•tK. ,, • .;;) • .;;)UUI"\ I nM.t .. , MUI t.LIIIJ..:::> 11'\M I J. V t:: Pit:: I_ IOL:K. 

Hansraj Meena son of. Shri Ramji Lal Meena aged about 29 years.­
WOiking as Section Engineei· (Signa:) in pay sca:e S300-348CG (GP 

· 4600) under Sr. DSTE (Sianan North Frontier Rai!wav Katihar fBihar) 
... \, - , - J ,. '• ,. 

~~sideilt of Plot No. 1301 A.K. Goipalan Nagai·~ Kh~tiputa, Jalput." 

.. Applicant 

f8v Advocate: Mr. Nand Kishore) 
' ' # 

VERSUS 

:L Union of Tndia throuah General manaaer. North· Frontier Rallwav. 
- - " , _.I 

l\1allgaon, Guvvahl (Assam). 
2. Divisional Railway Manager,. North Frontier Railway, Katihar 

(Bihar). 
'3. Additional. Divisional Railway Manager; North Fronti~r R.ailway,. 

,,...~~~·1----· ''"'"---' 1'-CU, lid! \.Diiidi·J. 

. ............. Respondents 

(By Advocate: ----------) 

ORDER fOR.Al) 

The applicant has filed this OA therel)y praying that respondents · 

mav be directed to decide his aooeal within the stioulated time of 30 
.. • • i 

davs. In this case. statutorv aooeal has been filed bv the aonlicant on 
.I l · . tJ = ' II i I 

02 .06.20t0. This appeal ·has not . been dedded by the Additional 

Divisional Railwi=ly Manager1 North F:rontier ~.ai!way Katihar {Bihar) 

[Respondent no. 3] so far. The grievance of the applicant is that the 

anneal filed bv him. should be decided P-Xoedltiouslv so that he can 
: G • j I :i 

anoroach before th~ Trihunal in c:ase anv adverse order is oassed ·bv 
I I Jl II J 

the Appellate Authority as he cannot file OA before thte.. Tribunal so 

lev 

...... 
' 
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·!ong ;;tatutory remedy is not exhausted by him in term.; of the law lairt 

-down bv th~ Anex Court in the case· of S.S. R.at.hore vs .. State. of ' . 
M.P~ AIR 1.990 SC 10. 

2. We have Qiven due consideration to the submission made bv the 
- . J 

learned. r:ounset for the applicant which has considerable force. The 

Constitutionid> Bsnch of thE'! Apex Court in the case of s .. s. Rathor~ vs. 

St.at.e of M.P.: AIR 1990 SC 10 has observed that ordinarily the period 

. of three t.o six mo-nths should be the outer limit to decide thE! statutory 

appeaL 

3. In view of the law laid down bv -the Aoex. court in the case of . . . 

S.S. Rathnre (supra), we are of the visw that it will be intersst of 

iustice if direction is -oiven to Aone!late Authorit:v to decide the anneal 
.., - ' I J • t 

of ths applicant expeditiow;ly and in any case not ·tatter than three 

months from todav. Ac::r:ordincrlv. resoondent no. 3 is directed to decide 
.i ' . -..tl A T 11 • , 

the anneal of thE! anolir:ant dated 02.06.201.0 fAnnexure A/1) within 
a c ' - . . II. • . . "" " I 

• the afor~s;:;id ·period_ Needless of. add that in cac:;e ~he ap!)lic:ant is 

aoarieved bv the order to be oassed bv the Anne!! ate Authoritv. it will 
- '<d II · It • • II I • ._ 

bP ~pen for him to file substantive OA. 

4. 'Nith these observations; the OA is disposed of at 

;37Jsion stAge with no order as to costs. 

/ 1/lj/ . VJL!x ';(L/-"f IJ !_ -
(K .S. SUGAT~AN) 
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