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CEMTRAL GLERIHISTRATIVE TRIBUMAL

FEIHEIPQL BEMCH
HEW DELHI
G.8, MNo. 135788 Date of derision: 25.5.1993
Husan Zingh. ~«-Feititioner.
Versus

THE HOW EBLE dR. JUSTICE V.5. HMALIMATH, CHAIRMAN.
THE HUH'ELE WR. E.H. DHOUMNDIYAL, HMEMEER (M
for ths Fatiticner. -ws iR person.
For the Respondenis. .éhwi E.R. Prashar,
Counsal.
JUDBERENT (ORAL)
ity Hon'ble fr. Justice V.5. Faliwath, Chairman}

The pebtitionsr has  prayed in this

application for guashing of the order dated 5.u-;?84

fomexura BT, by which he has besn warned to remain
caretful in fulure and for direction to grant him the
conveyance allouance aud washing allowance during the
sering of suspension from 23.4.1789 to 14.10.1784.
4

Along with the application, the pstitioner has also
nraved for condonation of delay “in filing the
zpelication as  per fnpexurs’J . The respondents have
filed a reply inter aliaz contending that  the
application is barrsd by tims. WHe Find that the
application was presenéed only on 14.1.1988. Tha
cause un action accrusd in favour of the pebivonzr so
far as the order issuing warning aga%ﬂst him is
concerned, on Z.3.1FH%. It is,; thersfors, prima faci
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fmnexure’J”  sought condonation of delay principally
pleadingi that he wuwas pursuing the Euit,' bearing
Ho.1783/85 in the court of Tis Hazari, Delhi.
fssuming Ffor the sake of -argumenta that he was
pursuing his case before a wrong forum, it would
enable him %o explain the delay until the disposal of
the suit on 4.2.1987. From 4.2.1987 to 13.1.19388,
thare is no satisfactory sxplanation. Hence, on  ths
short  ground U%-limitation this appli;atian is liable
to bs rejected. It is, however, maintained by the
Litioner, who argued his case in person, that the
case having been adwmitted, he having been given an

impression that his application will be entertained

~r

and that he having a very good case on merits, this is
z rcase in which the delay should not come in his way.
1t iz necessary  to point out that the petitioner

himself was conscious that his application was belated

which iz %the reason why he made an application for
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v as  per fnexure’J . The
respondents  have alsc taken a positive stand that the
application is barred by time and the same is liable

te be dismissed. Hence, the pstitioner cammot say

thal we should not examine the plea of delay at this
ztags.
2. S5 - far as the substance of the matter is
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rned, we do not feel that there is any serious

iniury which requires sxawrination by showing further
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indulgence in the matter. of condoning the considerabls
zlay. A1l thal happened is that the pstitioner has
besn wartned to be careful in fubwre. That is not a3

marits Lo be examined now. So far
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the claim of tihe petitioner for travelling allowance
#nd washing allowance during the period of suspension
is cancerned, prima fagié it is wnobl maintainable as
these allcouwances were compensatory and wers required
to b2 given only when he was funclioning. Hencs, wuws

are noht impressed by the argument of the petitionsr.
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