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IN THE CENTRAL MOMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL
PRINCIPAL BENCH

NEW DELHI, @
Dofo NOo 2368/95 Osted 15-12-1995

Hon'ble Shri No.V. Krishnan, Acting Chairmagn
Hon'ble Smt.lgkshmi Swaminathan, Member (3)
Anil Kumar
HoN0o1/9799, West Gorakh Park,
Shahdars, 0elhi=32

cooApplicant
(By Advacate Shri Subrat Birlg)

Uso.
1.0irector General,
Sports puthority of Indig,.

Jauwaghar Lal Nehru Stadium,
Lodi Road, Nsw Delhi=3

20¢3heS0oCo Shatma,
Deputy Director/aAPS
Jawahar Lal Nehru Statiium,
Lodi Road, New Delhi=3
3.The Secrestary, Ministry of Human
Resonrce Development and Deptt.of
Youth Affairs and Sports,
Shastri Bhawan, New Delhi.
4 .Joint Secretary(Sports)
Sports Authority of Indig
Deptt.of Youth Affairs & Sports,
Shagstri Bhawgn,New DBelhi.

«coflespondants

0 RO_E R(ORAL)

(Hon'ble Shri NeVy,Krishnan, Act ing Chairman )
We have heard him. The challange in tha Coae

is to the appointment of respondsnt Noo2. It is gtated
that in pursuance of the advertisement gt Annspfeq for
the post of Managers Sports Hostels/pssistgant Dirzctorce
&ge appli ent gpplied for that post. Hs was not salochod

but he wals taken on soms junior post, on the banis o0f 5 oo

earliar Salectioh, H@ was howavar Prom ths danazimant, The ',
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secand respondent has bean appointad a uﬁésistant
Director in purs:  ce of Annexure A,1 adv‘rtisana?t
dated 22.11.1988. Ths applicant challengss this
;ppointmsnt order on ths ground that the s2cond
respondant is not duly qualifisd while hs has tha
nacessary qualiFiCations, We wanted to know fran the
learn ad éounssl as to why this 0A should not ha
dismissad on the ground of limitation, He stbritag

that it is only 1992 that he came to know agbaut tha
appointmant of IInd Tespondent and then hs made 2
representation on 25.2,1992(Ann.A,4 collectively)s

We havs sson that repraesantation, That r2presant atian
addressed to Director General dogcs not stat2 any whkarg
tha? he came to knou about tha anpointment of rasoondnt

No.2 in 1992; No doubF}an avarnment has been mada

to this effect in para 4.5 of tha 0a y~oirs N3 statos
that he came tovknau after lapse of 3 yaars thaot cortaia
other candidates who even dig not having the mininun

qualifications ysre appointed ‘as Assistant Difactor,

2. Though therg is a raference in Ann.S lzttap
dated 24,9,92 regarding -the Cour£ Cas2 filad by the
applicant, learnad counsal for the aoolicant s:hpits
that thoss matters have nothing to do in the prasant

application,

3. We have heard the learned counsel, He hzg agt
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as time barred, T
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bean able to satisfy us on the grouné of Himitation,
We are unable to belisve that though tha aaplicént
was wortking in the of fice, he did not cwio ¢~ knou
about the appointment of respondaent No,2 in time

to file OA within the prescribs time 1imit, Thgt
apart, even assuming that hs came to know zhgut

this only in 1992, still this OA ie barred by

limitation,

4, In ths circumstances, this DA isg dismissed
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(Smt,Lakshmi Swaminathan) (N.V.Krishnan 3
Membsr (3J) Acting Chairman
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