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IN THE CENTRAl ACX"1INISTRATI\IE TRIB.JNAl l L.t 
PRlNCIPA L BE: tcH } 

:O.A. 76/96 

New Delhi this the 22nd day of November,1999. 

Hon• ble Plr.Justic• V. Rajagopala Reddy ,VC(J) 

Hon'bl• Smt. Shanta Shastry, M(A). 

Gekul Dev . 
S/ri late Sh.Hari Ram -
R/o Hause No.561 /25 Uijay Park, 
Moj FU r, Shah dara , 
Delhi. • ••• Applicari t 
(By Advocate none) 

Versus 

1. Union of India threugh its 
Secretary, 
Minis try of Communication, 
Deptt. of Telecommunication, 
Delhi. 

2. The Chief General Manager, 
Tele communication, U. P .Circle 

3. The General Manager, 
Telecomrwnrlcation, Kanpur, 
Dist.t· ... lianpur. 

4. Chief General Manager, 
Telecom~nication, Oehradun 

(By Advocete .Shri s.M.Arif) 

Clic:£R(Oral) 

By Reddy.J-

•••• Respondents 

On the last occasion i.e. on 6.11.99 the ma.tter 

was adjourned for 16.11 .99. When·. the case is called 

today n.one appeared for th• applicant. Heard the counsel 

for the respondents. 

·2. Since th• matter is af ·1996 w• have perused 

th• records for disposal. 

3. A preliminary objection has been raised by the 

learned counsel for respondents stating that the OA is 

barred by limitation. lt is contended by the l.d. counsel 

for the responclenta _that the cause of action for th• 
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seeking app.J..icant arose in 1974 as the applicant is 

noti;mal promotion IJo~l)f. 1.6.74 the date on which the 

applicant•a junior was promoted. 

4. The applicant has been retired an 31.10.92. 

The applicant is seeking relief for a direction for 

noti!lnal promotion w.e.f. 1.6.74 the date on which his 

juniors have been promoted., An MA has been filed by the 

applicant for condoning the delay for not filing the OA 

when the cause of action arose in 1974. 

51) we have perused the application filed by th• 
.:,, 

applicant but he has not given any reason for the delay 

in filing the OA after about 14 years. It is also seen 

that th• applicant had retirad on 31.10.92 even after his 

retirement there was no good reason for not filing the DA 

immediately thereafter. 

In th• circumstancas the OA is barred by limita­

tion as it is hit by Section 2t af the A.T. Act. The 

OA is accordingly dismissed. No costa. 

(S'H • 

RB. 

l~t 
SHANTA SHASTRY} 

M(A). 

~~~ 
(U. RAJ~GOPSLA RE.DO~ 
. VC(J) 


