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CENTRAL AOMINISTRATI VE' TRIBUNAL PRINCIPAL BENCH b
04 No, 678/98 '
Neu Delhi: Dated this the 29" day of Sebruary,2000.
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HON'BLE NR.S.R.ADIuE,\IICE HaImaN(n) .
HON'BLE MRS, LAKSHMI SwaMINATH afl,M MBER(D)
Rop ShaUBa'

Yo $h.MAhabir Prasad S‘laMa,
R/o R2 17 B Kailadhpurl Extn,

Gali No, 2, ‘ .
New Delhi=45, XEEEX) ﬂpplicaﬂt;
(8y adw cate: Sri fJDoYadav)

\Ig'rsu 8

Union of Indla
th rough
1. Secretary,
Degp artment of Tel ecommunication,
Sanch ar Bhawan,
Parligment Strest,
Neu DBlh’.o

2. General Manaxer (MTCE),
Degp tt, of Tel ecommunications,
North Tel ecom, Region,
Kidwal Bhauan, _
New Delhig

3 OChief Sup tdd,
Central Telegrph O0ffice,
Eastern burt, '
New Delhi . coeeeo R9$Ond3nt8°‘l
(By adwcate: Shri Harvir Singh)
ORDER:

BY HON'BLE MR, S; R, ADIGE, VICE HAIAMAN(A) o

In this OA Piled on 20, 3 98 gplicent

impugns the disciplinary authority'’s order dated

2572.93 (annexure =a2) removing him from service and the

sppell ate o rder dated 24.11.9 4 (annexure~A1) rejecting

the mppeal. mpplicant prays Por reinstatement uwith

onsgequential benefits.

2, i Heard both sides,
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3. Respondents' cunsal has tzken the preliminary
objection that the 0n 18 gioasly délayed and is hit

by limitation under section 21 gT acte

4, Ma No.706/98 has been filed by spplicant
préying for cndonation of delay in filing ths

0a. Itis ontended that he was undergoing serious
personal problens durin§ this period and after
receipt of the zppellate order confiming his
rgnoval from service hs was under a state of

shock and mental imb glance and was under medical
.treatment fo :'thehl ast 4years, aﬁd after recovering
from hig physical and mental ailments and arranging
finances he has filed this 0A. A medical certificate
has baen filed from one Dr.M,K,Mittal dat;ed 31.1.98,

and was sdvi sed rest,
| _
5. Nothing in thg aforasaid certificate dated

. 31.1.98 can lead us to conclude that applicant's
medical condition yas indeed s0 serious as to
incap acitate him from filing this On within the
limitation periode Under the circuhstance, it
cannot bg said that Ehegrounds for condonation
of delay are ef ther sati sfactory or reasonanl g,

In P.K,Ramch andran Vs. State of Kerala & anre JT 1998

(7) sC 21, the Hon'ble Suprame Qurt has held that the .

lzou of limitation may harvshly affect a particul ar
party but it has to be epplied with all its rigour
vhen the statute so prescribes, and courts have no
pouwer to extend the period of limitation on equitable

groundsd
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6. Under the circumstance, the preliminary

objection raised by respondesnts is wpheld and the

0a is disnissed on ground of limitation, No o stse

MMJ—/ | ’/‘,’/,L
Se Ro ADIG

( MRS, LAKSHMI SUAMINATHaN)
meMBER(I) : \ncs CHAIR"IAN (n).

/ug/




