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- 0,8,No.132/98 i
New Delhi: this the ]
HON 'BLE MR,.So Ro ADIGE, VICE CHAI A1 a0 ( ).
HON'BL £ MR, T.N . BHAT,M @18 ER(D)

day of A/RIL 0 1999

Snt} Vimgl Kentga, |
Wo shri sukh Dev Matk gn,

Ro &2/3349 Jangkpurt, .

Neow Delh1=58 o'ooooooéplicwtox

(By Adw cate: Shri Jotoﬂadéf!)
Versug _

15 Gowvty of NCT of pelhi
through its thief Secretary,
S, Shem Nath Marg,
Delhi C

2. Director of Education,
Govt, of NCT of Delhi,
Cld Secretariat, ‘
Delhi 0000000 ReEpOﬂdGﬂtSo'a

(By Adwcate: shpi Uiy Pendita ). -

O RDER

BY HON'BLE MR, s, Re ADIG E, VICE CHAT RN (g),

plicant impugn s respondents’ orders dgted
8o93"'92(w':nexure=li1) and seeks a direction to
resgpondents to conveng 4 reviey DPC to considér
the case for promotion from TGT to PGT, to Wce
Principal, to fducation 0Fficer g to Dep uty
Director of fducation with effect from the
dates her juniors were 80 promoted, with gl1
COnsequentiz benefitg including ‘arrears ad
interesty

2 Heard bo th sldes,

3. Respondents® couhsal hastakan the preliminary
objection of the 04 being sevarely time barred gnd
hit by linitstion under section 21 RoTo Rty

T~
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4,  fplicant’s counsal invites attention to
MA No,109/98 filed preying Por condonation of %
del s¥e In that Ma, it has been contended that
wplicant ha'dAbem sending rep resgntations to
respondents gnd acknoul edgenents had been received
only in mid §997. It has also been contended

that spplicant®s cause of action is g con tinuing

ongy

S : uWp are unable to accept either of thase

reasons for condonation of del gys 1IP gpplicant

had any grievmce m ainst impugned order dated
Bo‘:9.‘92 » she should, after exhausting - the

dep artmental renedies gvalleble to her, have

#p 0 ached the Tribunal fmithin the period prescrided
under section 21 AoTe act. She did not & 0. Repsatad
rep resantationsg cb not enl arge the period of

limitation as hgs bean hel g by the Hon'ble Su rene

‘Burt in S,s,Rathore Vsl State of M.p AIR 1990 sc 10

and furthemore the mataerial s on roerd fil ed by
plicant o not satisf sotorily expl ain gach day of
the del gy in fil ing thevon. The Hon'ble Supremg
Curt in UI Vs, R, C Sananta J.T.1993 (3) sc a8

has held that del & deprives the 1itigant of the
ranady awall able ahd uhen the ranedy is lost, the
right 13 lost, Nor is plicant’s wmntention orract
that the Impunged order dated 8,992 gives her 4

continuing cause of action, The aforesald order dated

8:9.92 specifically retired #plicant under the

provisions of F,R 56 3 end the perfod of limitation
has to be cal cul ated from that dataes
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6. Under the circumstgnce, thg pralininary

objection of limitation

b

( ToNeBHAT )
memser(d)

/ua/

ralsed by respondents gare

sustained and the DA is disnisseds! No wsts,

A/d?d ,

( SeR.ANIG

VICE CHATRM N () ,




