
central ACniNI STRaH \/E tribunal PRIWaPAL benw_
r^P^No.110/99

IN

OA No, 135/94

Nau Oslhif dated this the day of Decenber, 1999,^
HON'0L Efl Ro S« Ro AOIB E VICE CH Al Rf aN (a) c

MON'BLEMRS.. LAKBtWI SUAI^INaTHaN 9 WEn8ER(3)o

ri Un esh Kun ar

(By Advocate: ^ ri B, SoMalnee).
tfarsua

1. ri S.P-Plehtap
General Plan^erp
No rth ern Rail way 9
Batoda Housep
Neu Delhi

2. rip
Divisional Railuay Ptanagerp

Northern Railuayp

Neu Delhi

(By Advocate: ^rl fli'Lo-th suan)

ORDER

• • •« App TI* OfiTi to

;'o«e Regpond^tso'

BY HOWBLE P) R. So R, flPIG E. VI CE CHal FTI aN(a)o

Heard both sides on C,P.NOo^110/99 allying

deliberate non-irapl anentation of the Tribunal's

order dated 2^^120^97 in Oa Moo13S/94»

2, By th at order, respondents uere directed to

reinstate applicant in service uithin tuo months f to®

the date of receipt of a copy of the orderp and also

to p ay h im b ad< uaQesfor thep ario d h e was kp at o ut

of uoxk,

3. By respondents' order dated 3»9, 98 (APnexur©»C/2)

epplicant has been reinstated in service, but has not
been paid back uageso



%

i

4, Respondents have taken the stand that they have
Piled C\P No. 6204/98 in Delhi High Churt (hallenging
the order dated 2o12o'97 directing payment of backuagesj

in uhich a pr^ er has been made to stay th a op eration
of the aforesaid order. They state that in tiji

indentical caseap the Delhi High Qaurt has stayed the

Tribunal's order for payment of backuagesp and in this

Case also the order is likely to be stayedc? It is

also tfJntended that the C.Po. has been filed on 4.5.99

and is barred by limitation under Sec. 20 Qjntanpt

of (hurts Act» as the impugned order is dated 2«1'2oi^97o

5, ri 1*1 ainee.houeverf contends that the Delhi

High 03urt did not stay, the operation of the Impur^ed

order dated 2.12.97 despite re^ondents' prayer^ and

^plicent's cause of action being a continuing onep the

question of limitation ch es not arise.^ Ha further

states that if Mmitation is to be taken as a groundp

it uould arise from 3.9.98 uhen re^ondents have

reinstated spplicant but not granted him back uagesp

and the C.P.. is well uithin Imitation if 3.9.98

be takan as th e r el evant date.

6, There is merit in respondents' CDntentio.n

that this C.P.. is hit by limitatdn." Ihder Sec. 20 Oantenpt

of (hurts Act, the C.P. was to h av/e been filed uithin one

year of the Tribunal's order dated 2.12.'97, The C.P.

has been filed beyond the period of one year.^ ^ri Plainee'

contention that the ground of limitation is a frivolous one

because the cause of action is a continuing one or that

the limitation would run from the date applicant was

reinstated i.e. 3.9.98 dbes not reflect the correct legal

position. ^



7. The C.P. is therefore rejected on grounds

of limitation v Notices discharged#

(MRS, LaKSHPII SUAHINaTHaN )
nEHBER(3).
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