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CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TR I B^AL , PRINCIPAL BENCH
OAs No.723/98, 724/98, 72^8, 727/98 and 728/98

New Delhi , this 22nd day of May, 1998

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

I .Shri Subhash Chander fOA 723/98)
124/9, Kishan Garb
Mehraul i , New Delhi-36

2.Shri Vi jender Kumar (OA 724/98)
432, Katra Chobean
Chandini Chowk, DeIhi-6

3.Shri Umed Singh (OA 725/98)
RZ Q-11 ; Vikash Bihar
Uttam Nagar, New Delhi

4.Shri Shyam Lai (OA 727/98)
V i I I . & PO BakoI 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

Govt . of NOT of DeIhi , through

1  . D i rector Genera I
Home Guards & Civi I Defence
Nishkam Sewa Bhavan, New Delhi

2. Commandan t
Home Guards & Civi I Defence
Nishkam Sewa Bhawan, New Delhi

(By Shri Rajinder Pandi ta, Advocate)

ORDER

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.

AppI i can t s

.Responden t s

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 sometime during

"1993 Appl icants chal lenge the val idity of such verbal
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..a been penfon.in. tHeIn

duties with the nespon unblemiehed
,  ♦he superiors.atisfaction P , ,„pondents have been engag • n

uneot tPb.

°; that the tobs .-y-^ P—
.euid tPh'P- -P p,ea tahen by the"■'"'"^'ro .hedee.aienot th.aTnibPna, in
appl icants relate ^ and
,he case of ' ' ^ ^ ^ oA 1753/97 . As per^^^""::;, p.aeedpenaena have been pnovided
appl icants; ^^epef i t to

1  ■ eaf Den i a 1 OTwith the rel . - • ,,i ,arlv placed persons, •
-P' ^"Pts henein. who are a. ^ ^ ̂ ^

Shan^a.ona. Va ^ UO, .
.  i ri the case of - , thisCourt in icants. m

/ a N Qi 1 64 arguedore. 1998(1) SLJ . ,i„i larply

"■•- —"'
I  i m i ta t i on.

<

_ has been vehemently
f  the appl icants ha-

3' The cla,™ the
resisted by theresp the appl iP^nts were
respondents would sieption to Keep
discharged way back i n Ju' V ■ ^ , ̂ wed to

fer ala.ost five years an
"" efter such a long 9=9'agi tate the ■ aeue „„

H  that the Governmentcounsel argued approach themappl icants hav.ng not
account of the P further. learned

TO buttress his argumentsearl ier. decision of
„,,r attention to tn-counsel drew our Ramachandran

pen.bie Supre.e Court ,n the ^ ^
vs. State the court has to record
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in writing that the expI anationoffered in the delay

^  occurred was reasonable and sat isfactory. That is a
pre-requisi te for condonation of delay. Appl icants have

not come out with any val id ground, much less convincing

one. that would warrant condonat ion of delay at this

belated stage, counsel contended.

/  .

4  We are not required to adjudicate the disputed

claim since learned 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 representat ion of the appl icants in the

l ight of the judgement passed in the case of

I .S.Kumar(supra). We find that the appl icants have

preferred representat ions 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

reprcssntat ions st i I I rema in unrepl ied to.

5  In view of the posi tion aforement ioned, we direct

the respondents to dispose of the representat ions

submi tted by the appl icants within a period of two

months by a speaking and reasoned order. Appl icants

shal l be informed of the decisi ion taken in the matter.

We make i t clear that we have not expressed any opinion

on the issue of l imitation and that the decision taken

by the respondents shal I not provide any fresh cause of

action to the appl icants herein. Appl ications are

disposed of as aforesaid. .No cost.

( S . P . (T.N.'Bhat. )
Member (A)' ' Member (J)
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