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1. Whether farters of local papers may
bt5 allowt=!d to tte JudgenK^nt?

To te refernsd to the, Reporter or mt?

Jf.?DOR4PNT (ORAr.)
(DELIVERED BY mN'BLE SWT J.P.SMARMA, MfiHBER (J)

Tr; thir; application under Serrt.ion IS of the

Administrative Trlbirnals Act, 1985, the applicant has
assailed the mjectlon of his r^resentation by the
order dt.l4.7.19S8 (Annexure A3) w^lere^•n his request for

grant of arreai^ of pay and ailowanoTis from 23.1.1981 to

19.4.1987 was disallowed which was not permissible under

tt>e Riles. The applicant ap^pears to have made another

representation through the union which was reject.ed in

January, 1989 and •February, .1989. This application was

admitted on 28.11.1989 and the pleadings were a:)rr??ilete.

None is present tixlav to press this apjdix/ation.
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Oil thcj fac^. of it, t.ha order of July/ 1988 has

lieen challenged In November/ 1989 and is beyond

1irviitation as prr5scriht5id uritter &\ction 21(1 where

the fXiriod is o''Vly one ye<:3r, Tliere is no apH-'J 'oati.on

for condonation of delay also. In view of this facrt,

the present application is dismissed as barred by

15mitation, though ex-part©.

(J.P., 911ARMA) 2'^,

MfKBER(J)


