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CENTRAL ADMIN I STRATI^ TRIBUNAL, PRINCIPAL BENCH

OAs No.723/98, 724V98, 725/98, 727/98 and 728/98

New Delhi , this 22nd day of May, 1998

Hon'ble Shri ,T.N. Bhat , Member(J)
Hon'bIe Shri S.P.Biswas. Member(A)

1  Shri Subhash Chander fOA 723/98)

124/9. Kishan Garb

Mehraul i , New DeIhi-36

2.Shri Vijender Kumar (OA 724/98)
432. Katra Cbobean

Chandini Chowk, DeIhi-6

3.Shri Umed Singh (OA 725/98)
RZ 0-11 . Vikash Bihar

Uttam Nagar, New Delhi

4.Shri Shyam Lai (OA 727/98)
Vi I I . & PO Bakol i

New DeIh i-36

,5.Shri Teran Raj (OA 728/98)
'  1043/3, Ward No.8

Mehraul i . New Delhi

(By Shri U. Srivastava, Advocate)

versus

Gov t . of NCT of DeIh i , t hrough

1 . Director General

Home Guards & Civi I Defence

Nishkam Sewa Bhavan, New Delhi

2. Commandan t

Home Guards & Civi l Defence

Nishkam Sewa Bhawan. New Delhi

(By Shri Rajihder Pandi ta, Advocate)

ORDER

AppI i cant s

.  .Responden t s

Hon'ble Shri S.P. Biswas

Since the background facts, legal issues raised and

rel iefs prayed for in al l these five OAs are identical ,

we propose to dispose these OAs through a.common order.

i

2. Appl icants, who were working as Home Guards under

the respondents from 1989, were verbal ly restrained by

the respondents from performing any duty somet ime during

1993. Appl icants chal lenge the val idity of such verbal
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r, V in writing that ths axpI anationoffBred in the delay
occurred was reasanabIe and sat isfactary. That is a
pre-requisite far oandanation of delay. Appl icants have
not came out with any val id ground, much less aanv i nc i ng

ana, that would warrant candonat ion of deI ay at this
belated stage, counsel contended.

I  .

4. We are not requ i red to ad jud i cate ttie disputed

claim since I earned counseI for the appl icants submi ts

that instead of pressing rel iefs as in para 8(a) and (b)

of the OA, he would l ike to only confine his claim in

terms of issuance of a direction to the respondents to

dispose of the representation of the appl icants in the

^  l ight of the judgement passed in the case of
I .S.Kumarfsupra). We find that the appl icants have

preferred representations on 16.4.97 (OA 723/98),
16.7.97 (OA 724/98), , 25.10.96(0A 725/98), 2.9.6.97 (OA

727./98) and undated representat ion (OA 728/98). These
representations sti l l remain unrepl ied to.

5. In view of the position aforementioned, we direct

the respondents to dispose of the representations

submitted by the appI icants wi thin a period of two

months by a speaking and reasoned order. Appl icants

shal l be informed of the dec i s i i on taken in the matter.

We make it clear that we have not expressed any opinion

on the issue of l imitation and.that the decision taken

by the respondents shal l not provide any fresh cause of

action to the appl icants herein. Appl ications are

disposed of as aforesaid. No cost.

<

fS P Bi-&war<r^ (t.N.'Bhat.)
Member(A)'' ' Member (J)
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