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PRINCIPAL BENCH
DELHI.

CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL q7 .

OA No0.1729/1988, ' : December. 1, 1988.

Shri T. Chandramohan e Applicant.
Vs.

Union of India & OLSe  eees Respondents.

Coram: |

Hon'ble Mr. Justice Amitav Banerji, Chairmaq.
Hon'ble Mr. Kaushal Kumar,. Member (a).

For the applicant. a.;iJ'LM§;:Véené George, counsel.

For the respondeats ... - Shri P.P.Khurana, counsel.

(Judgment of the Bench delivered b
Hon'ble Mr. Kaushal Kumar , Member

This is an application filed qnder Section
19 of the Administrative Tribunals Act,198%5 by the
applicant who was an Assistant in the Cabinet Secretariat,

Govt. of India challenging his removal from service.
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The order of removal was passed on 19.6.1984/22.6.1984.
The appeal filed by the:applicant against the order
of removal was rejected 0n9.11.1984 vide Memorandum

filed as Annexure F-17 with the application. The

detailed order passed by fhe Appellate Authority
rejecting the appeal has not been placed in the paper
book . Subsequen#ly, the applicant filed a review
appLicatioé>which wés réjected on 2.1.1986. Subsequently,
“the épplicaht filed a representation ./mercy petiiion
which was reJected on lO 6. l982/fTiégmg§E“K%%exure P-20

~with the application. The said Memorandum dated

10.6.1987 reads as foliows:.
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it is‘satisfied that the applicant had availed of all the
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" Secret No.25/E 4/73(2172)16662 "k/\
Government of India, Cabinet Secretariat

8-B, South Block,
New Delhi, the 10/6/87.

MEMCRANDUM

Please refer to your application dated
27.4.87 and 29.4.87 regarding.personal interview
with the Secretary for re-instatement in sérvice.
2. Your applicatibqs have been examined. It is
regretted that your request cannot be considered.

3. This has the approval of the Competent
Authority.

Sd/~ (M.K.Roy)
Under Secretary (Pers. 4)

Shri T.Chandra Mohan,
748/Sector-37, '
Arun Vihar,
NOIDA.(U.P) %.

The present application has been filed on' 8.9.1988

and is hopelessly time-barred. Section 20 of the

Administrative Tribunals Act clearly lays down that the
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Tribunal shall not ordinarily admit an application unless il
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remedies available to him under the relevant service rules
as to redressal of grievances, and further that a person
shall be deemed io have availed of all the remedies available

to him under the relevant service rules as to redressal of

grievénces, if a final order has been made by Government
1 .

or other authority or officer or other person competent to

pass such order under such rules. 1In this case o ,

the réview applicatioa filed by the applicant was rejected
on 2.1.1986« There. is no provision in the service rules for

any further representafion or mercy petition. The ld.counsel

for tBe épplicant has reféfred to two similar cases which
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are stated to have been admitted. These are referred

~in para 6 of the applications From the Registration

' : ‘mentioned
Nos T-2074/87 'and T-1092/85/ therein it is clear that these

are tr#nsferred matfers where the questién of limitation
rw@uhinoi arisé. The id. céunsel.has élso angugd:,that there
'a?e rulingswhere the Qelay.in filing the application has

been 6qndoned in the interést of justice. Hoﬁever, inAfhe
present case there is a_statutary‘bar of ‘limitation hréécribéd
under Séction 21 of the Adminigtrative Tribunals Act. The

&pplicétion for condonation of delay which is at page 174 of

~ the paber book does not give ahy cogent grounds explaining

~the lohg deléy in filing the present application.  In cases

of petltlons filed before the ngh Court under Art. 226 of
the Constltutlon where there are laches and delays, there
ts no étatutory bar of limitation'and in the interdst of
justicé, the delay can be condoned. ‘Bﬁthhere there is a .

statutory bar of llnltatlon as under Section 21 of the

AdminiStrative Tribunals Act, every day's delay has to be

explaihed b? the applicant. We do not see any ground fbr_
condoning the delay in the present case and do not consider -
it necessary to go into the merits of the case. The

presédt application is accordingly rejected oh‘thé shdrtgrdj@

of llmltatlon at the admission stage itself, . o ,'._;
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¥y
(Kaushal KuJar)/ k//’ (Amitav Banerji)

Member (A) . Chairman




