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C0>ITRaL ACMIN I strati ve tribunal principal bench

0 « A.No. 1 32/9B

New Delhi: this the ^ of
HON'BLE nR.S,Ro AOIGE, vice CHAlf?lAW(A)o

HO N»BL E n R, To N o BH A T, n an B ER(3 )

Uiroal Kditao
I/O Shrl Sukh Oov Hatk^,
R^o G»^334» Oanakpuria
Neu OelhioSB

(By Advocate: shri DoCoWadan)

Versus

^plic^to^

Govto^ of NCT of Delhi
th tough Its^ Chief Seepotaty,

Shan Nath HaiQo
Delhigi

Director of Education,
Govto of NCT of Delhi,
Old Secretariat,
Delhi *

0 O • • • •

(By Ad\ocate: Shri Vtjay Pahdita >,
Respondent So*

-QROCR

«>plie^t Impugna rseppndents* orders dated
8.9,92(<tnnaxure-Al) end seeks a direction to
re^ondents to convene a review OPC to consider
the Case forpioootion fico TC T to PGT, to Iflco
Principal, to Education Officer did to Deputy
Oiroetorof Education with effect ficp the
dates her juniors were so proooted, with all
consequaitirf beoefite including arrears did
Interest^

2o

3.

Heard both sides.

kseponddits' counsel has taken the prelleiinaty
Objection Of theO. being severely tics barred end
hit by llnitation under section 21

Acto^



^  <|3pliGdP*t'9 counsel invites attention to

MANo,109/9B filed prying for condonation of / v

del ey* In that 1*1 a» it has been contended thgt

^pliceHt had be^ sending res^tationa to

respondents and acknouledgen^ts had been received

only in mid 1997, It has also be^ contended

that applicfiPt^s caUse of action is a continuing

one^

5 • IJb are tihable to accept either of these

reasons for condonation of del ey<r If ^plicant
/

had any grievance against impugned order dated

8o;9,92 f she shculdp after exhausting the

departments renedies available to her^ have

d)pK)ached the TribunS within the p eriod p rescribed

under section 21 AoT.Act. She did not db so. R^eated

representations do not enlarge the period of

limitation as hgs been held by the Hon^ble SuprerJo
Qjurt in S.SoRathore Vs# State of R.p aI r iggg sC 10

and furthsOTore the materials on record filed by
d)plicant do not Satisfactorily explain each day of
the delay in fUlng the Da. The Hon»ble Supreme
IDurt In UOI Vs. R, C. San ant a 3. T. 199 3 (3) SC 418

has held that delay derives the litigant of the

renetftf avaUable ahd uhen the ranedy is lost, the

right is lost. Nor is ^plicafit's contention correct
that the irapungad order dated 8.9f92 gives her a
continuing caUse of action. The aforesaid order dated
8.9.92 specifically retired d^plicant under the
provisions of r.R 56 3 and tbe period of limitation
has to be calculated from that dateii



p
6. Under the circunstap cea the p ralIroinary

objection of limitation raised by respondents are

sustained aPd theOA is dienissedi' No costso
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