IN THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL
JATPUR BENCH '
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Jaipur, this the 23 day
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ORIGINAL APPLICATION NO. 340/2010

CORAM

HON'BLE MR, M.L. CHAUHAN, IDICIAL MEMRER
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HON'BLE MR. K.5. SUGATHAN, ADMINISTRATIVE MEMBER

Hansrai Meena son of Shri Ramii Lal Meena aged about 29 vears.
WOKiiig as Section Engineer (Signai) in pay scaie $365- 34503 (GP
‘4600) under Sr. DSTE (Signal) North Frnnher Railway Katihar (Bihar)
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_.Applicant

(By Advocate: Mr. Nand Kishore)
\VERSUS

1. Union of India fhrouqh Genaral manager, North Fronher Railway,
Maigaoii, Guwahi \r\;oann)

2. Dlwstonal Railwavy Manager, North Frontier Railway, Katihar
\Diﬂm 7

3. Additional Divisional Raﬂwav Manaaer North Frontler Railway,
Katiliair {Bihar).

s ..Respondents

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

ORDER (ORALY

The épp!icant has ﬁ!éd this OA thereby praving that respondents -

mav be diracted to decide his appeal within the stipulated time. of 30
davs. In t—his case,n-statn_.ltory appeal has l:)‘_een.ﬂled by the applicant on
02.06.2010. This appeal has not"_beén decided hy the Additional
Divisional R.a_iilway Manager, North Frontier Railway Katihar (Bihar)
[Réspondent no. 3] so far. The grievance of tha applicéht is that the
“appeal filed by him should be decided expaditiously so that he can
approacﬁ before_th(avTrihuna'l in rase anv advarse order is passedby

the Appellate Authority as he cannot file OA before thie Tribunal so
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tong statutorvy remedy is not eﬁfhausteﬂ by him in terms of the law laid
-down by tha Apex Court in the case of §.8. Rathore vs. State of

‘M.P., AIR 1990 SC 10.

2. We have given due consideration li:o thé submission made by the
'!earned, rounsel for the applkfant which has considerable force. The
j(:onstitn_!tiona!b Beﬁc-h of the Apéx Court in thé case of §.S. Rathore vs.
State of MP Aﬁl 1990 SC 1b has observed that ordinarily the peri'od
of three fo six rﬁo’hths should be the outer limit i:p decide the siatz_ltéry

anpeal.

‘% In view of the !a\.& taid .down bv .the Apex court in the case of

$.S. Rathare (supra), we are of the view that it will be interest of

jl.nsticé if direction is -given tn Appé!late Aa_:thority‘to aef:ide the appeal
~of the app!icént exped‘itiouslg} and in any ;:aée not'létter than three

monthé from today. Accordinaly, resgmndeht no. ? is directed to decide

the anpeal of the applir-:ant-dated 02.06.2010 (Annexure A/1) .withiﬁ A
thé aforasaid 'pefiod- Needléss of'add that in case the éppiicant is

a;;grieved bv the order o 5e passad by the Apnellate Authority, it will

be open for him to file substantive OA.

4. With these ohsérva_tions; the OA is disposed of at
a%sion t-i-aae with no order as- tn costs. ) |
KS. S !GAT m\n ‘ | . . (M.L. CHAUHAN)
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