N

CENTRAL AMMINISTRATI VE TRIBUNAL PRINCIPAL BENCH

o X

c.p .No, 110/ 99

IN
0a No.135/94 .
New Delhis dated this the ’23 day of Decenber, 1999,

HON *BL E MR, S Re ADIGE VICE 4 ATR1AN(R) o
MONBLE MRS, LAKHMI SuMMINaTHAN , MEMBERQD).

$ri Unash Kumar 6000 ﬂpplicd’to
(BY AdwcatQ: 9‘1‘1 B. 50m>31nee)o
. Ugrsus

10 911‘1 S.P.md"tao

General Managery

Northern Rail uay,

Baroda Houssey

New Delhi

20 9‘1‘1’
pivi sional Railway Manager,

No rthemn Railuay,
New Dalhi coeo Re$°ndent30'

(By adwcate: shri RLJMhauan)
ORDER.
BY HON'BLE MR, SeRo ADIGE, VICE CHATAMAN(R) o

Heard both sides on C.P.Nog110/99 alleging
delibaerate non-implenentstion of the Tribunal's
order dated 2;12397 in Oa No,135/94,

2. By that order, respondents werse di rected to
reinstate spplicant in service within tuo months f rom
the date of roeceipt of a copy of the order, and ala
to pay him back wages for the psriod he was kpet out
of work,

3 By resgpondents’ order dated 3,5,98 (annexure-/2)

gpplicant has bgen reinstated in service, but has not
been pald back wages.
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&, Respondents have taken the stand th at they have
£iled CWp No,6204/98 in Delhi High Gurt challenging

the order dated 2,12,97 directing payment of backuzges
in vhich aprayer has been made to stay the op eration

of the aforesald order, They state that in two
indenti cal cases, the Delhi High Murt has stayed the
Tribunal s order for payment of backwages, and in this
case also the order is likely to be stayeds It is

al 0 contended that the C.Po has been filed on 4,5,59
and is barred by limitation under Sec.20 Gontempt

of Ourts act, as the impugned order is dated 2 12197,

5. hri Malnee,however, contends that the Dslhi
High ODburt did not stey the opgration of the impunged
order dated 2:12,97 despite respondents® prayer, and
epplicent’®s cause of action being a continuing one, the
question of limitotion des not arise’ He further

states that if Limitetion is to be tskeh as a ground,

it wuld arise Prom 3,9, 58 henr regpondents have
reinstated eplicant but not granted him badk wages,
and the C.Po is well within limitstion if 39,58

be taken as the rel avant dates

6, There 1smerit in respondents® ontention

that this C.P. is hit by limitastdn Under Sec. 20 ontenpt
of Durts Act, the C.P, was to have been Piled within one
year of the Tribunal's order dated 2,12,97, " The C.P.

has been filad beyond the pariod of one year? Shri Maings’
contention that the ground of limitation is a friwlous one
bacause thg cause of action is a continuing one or that

the limitstion wuld run from the date spplicant was

reinstated i. e 3.5.58 does not reflect the o rrect legal
po sl tion, ‘4
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7. The C.P. is tharefore rejected on grounds

of limitation o, Notices discharged,

( MRS, LAKSHMI SupMINaTHAN )
meMBER(J).
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( SoR.ADIGE )
VICE CHaI fiaN(a).




