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IN THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL
NEW DELHI

O.A. No. 911 1986

DATE OF DECISION
7-1-1987

SriArjun Prasad Singh Petitioner

J.L.Shprmn .Advocate for the Petitioner(s)

Versus

Union of India Respondent

Advocate for the Respondent(s)

CORAM:

W The Hon'ble Mr. justice K.S.Puttasuamy, uiceg Chairman

The Hon'ble Mr. Birbal Wath, rtembBr(AN) •

1. Whether Reporters of local papers may be allowed to see the Judgement ?
I

2. To be referred fo the Reporter or not ?

3. Whether their Lordships wish to see the fair copy of the Judgement ? ,
\

• JUDGnEMT

e K.5,Puttasiuamy,Vice-Chainiian? In this application• made under

Section-19 of ths A-fninistrative Tribunals Act,1985 ('the Act') the ap,'.;li-

cant has challenged Order No.F.ll/ie5/B3-Ad. iB(P.er) fatsd 29-9-1983

(Annexure-D) made by Gouernment. In the said order, ' Government has

tsrminatGd the services of the applicant in accordance with RuIb 5 of .the
/

Central Civil Services (Temporary Services)Rules,1965 ('the Rules'). iJe

h,aue no doubt that this order had been served on the applicant within a •
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a few days from the date of the order.

2, The applicant has presented this application before this

Tribunal on 30-9-1986 that is after three years the order was made

by Government. In I.A.Wo,I filed under Section 2l(3) of the Act,

the applicant has sought for condoning the delay in making the

application under Section 19 of the Act, The one and the only reason

stated in I,A,No,I is that the applicant had misplaced the papers-

and with considerable difficulty he had secured copy of the order.

life seriously doubt the correctness of the' statements made by the

applicant in I.A,No,I and the affidavit. If that is so, we cannot

hold that the applicant had made out a sufficient cause for condo

nation of delay. We will also assume that auery one of the facts

stated in I.A.No,I and in his affidavit as correct* Even so, every one of

the facts stated by the applicant do not constitute a sufficient ground

to condone the delay in making the application.

3, We are of the view that this is not a fit case in which this

Tribunal should interfere with an order made as early as on 29-9-1963,

In the light of our above discussion, we hold that I.A.l\ln,I

and the application are liable to b e rejected, Ule, therefore, reject

I.A,Nq,I and the application.
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• (K.S.PUTTASb'AnY) ^
•' OlCE-CHAIRnAN

RBAL MATH)
HEnBER(AR)


