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e | CENTRAL ADM INISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL
: | PRINCIPAL BENCH
NEW DELHI

0.A.Ne,10/89
‘New Delhi, this lsk day of March, 1994

HON'BLE SHRI C.J.ROY, MEMBER (3J)
"HON'BLE SHRI P.T.THIRUVENGADAM, MEMBER (A)

Shri M.N. Bhagchandani |
s/o Nirmal Das, ' ~

c-2-B/54, A, Janakpuri,
‘New Delhl.'

. ..Applicant.
"(BY Shri SK Sawhney, Advocats)’ ;

VSo‘
"Union of Indiai: through
"1.Secrstary,

Ministry of Railways,
Neu Dslhi. '

LA 2, Railuay Beard, New Delhi
' through-Chamrman. .
RailBhawan, New Delhi,

3. Gsneral Manager,
" Central Railways, V,T.Bombay.

4. Executive Enginear(Doubling)
Central Railways, Jhansi,

(BY Shrl H. K .Gangwani, Advocate)

..Raspendenté

ORDER (ORAL)
HON'BLE SHRI C.J.ROY,MEMBER(J). -

Shri 5K Sawhney counsel for the applicant and.

g . Shri HK Gangwani, counsel fer the respondents; ars
pressnt,
L2, The applicant who piier to his removal from i

service was an employee with the Central Railuayé

and warking in the office ef Executlve Engineer(D)
Faridabad, He was issued charge sheat for his ‘leng
unauthoriéed absence from duty, an enquiry was held

in which the applicant alse participated and he was
removed frsm service on 20-11-1973, The applicant 1
filed g petltlon in the Labour Court and the PreSLdlng
Of ficer, Central Govt. Industrlal Trlbundl-cum-Labour
Court, Chdndigdrh vide h}s orders dated 16-10-1987
among other reliefs prayed fer, alloued the payment
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of Provident Fund with interest to the qpplicant}
This 0.A. has been filed on 22 December, 1988 in,
this Tribunal seeking direction for quaéhing thef
order dated 16-1]-73.uhéraby t he servieg of the
applicaﬁt werse terminated and any ot her reliaf ‘

‘which this Hon'ble Court deems fit and proper.

3. The 1ld. Judga of the Central Industrial
Tribunal in the Llabour Court had given a reasonéd
order and also mentioned in para 3 of’the judgmént
that the workman in counter reply admitted that |
he- did not return to office after 6-2-73 due toi
ceréain illness of his mother and also admittedg
that his leave was rejected and a charge shest I
'uas issued an an inquiry was conducted and he
also participated in thé'same inquiry. Tﬁev
petitioner also did not prefer any appeal agaiﬁét
the dismissal order dated 16-11=73 fhereby he
has not exhausted the degpartmental remedies

availabls to him, !

4. The ld. counsel for the resspondents has ;
raised objection under sectimon 21(2) (2) of the ﬁ
Central Administrative Tribunals Act, 1985 in
' respeét of jursidiction and limitation in that

the grievance in respect of which an applicatioh

is made had arisen by raeason of any order made

at any time during the period of 3 years immediately
preceding the date on which the jurisdiction,
powsrs and authority of the'Tribuna; becomes
exercisable under this Act in respect of the
matter to which such orders rélaté.T.Therafore,

we have gons carefully into it and are convinced
that this Tribunal has no jurisdiction to entertain
a case uhich-has-arisen beyong 1-11-1982, UWe

are satisfied with the objection raised by the
‘.»A"} ] ‘
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1d. counsel of the respondent that this Tribunal
has no jurisdictimﬁ to entertain this case in
which causs of action arose in 1973 when the I
applicant was removed Ffom service. Thetappliqation

is dismissed both on jurisdiction and limitation.'

No costs,
D ’ ' v - Vs
{, . J ) L—Q . f)\JY‘/L?(
(PeTo THIRUVENGADAM) ‘ : (c.JCRuvg
Member (A). _ Member(J 5
'MALIK? ' ‘ :




