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foplicant through Shri Unesh Mishra, counsel .

The applicant now working as
nss*stant LoggLng Inspecter with F.o.D. / FE
filed this ableCuthﬁ under bectlon 19 of

‘the Admlnlstraulve Tribunals Acb, 1985,
aggrleved by the order of rever81on

dt. 18.2.1974, By the impugned order, the
applicant was réverted'frbm the post of Store~
O keeper to thé;post of Assistant Machine
Opepstor.  In this dpplication, the relief
claimed is to declare the impugned order
dt. 18.2.1974 as illegal, arbitrary and
,uncﬁnstitutional. The "applicant has also
brayed all cons equential benefdts ang for
holdlng the review D +.C. required for the.
oromotlon Purpose. We have heard the

learned counsel for the applicant. An-exure-4

is the impugned order. This order shows that

on the basls of selection of one Sh .Goving

: ~ Singh, the apoliéant was revert@d to the

post of A531stant Machine Operator Anne xure-C

is the aPPpointment letter dt. 13.3.1973
shOW1ng that the appllcant officiating

Assistant Machine Oparator Was  appointed as

Storekﬂepyr. it goes to show that the

gpplicant was still offics ating as ‘Assistant

 Machine Operator on the date of hlS appointment

%2 as’ btorekeeper. -

2.  The
wWithin
be,‘L the llmltatlon as prescrloed under

applicetion bagore the Trlbunal snould.

i S i

p -T .Cl.,_w,;




C AT Continued Shest

Date

Crders

Office Report /@

Section-2L & the Administrative Tribunals Act,

1985. Section-2(akeads as follows i-

the grievance in respect of which an
applicaetion is made had arisen by reason of
any order made at any time Juring the
period of thrze years immeilately
precading the date on which the
jurisdiction, powers and authority of t
Tribunal becomes exercisable under this
Act in respect of the mattsr to which such
order relates.” '

It is, therofore, evident that an application
agqainst an order made before thrse year§
immediately preceding the date of the setting
of the Central Administrative Tribunal is
time barred. The Central Administrative
Tribunal cannot even condone the delay in
swh cases. Sukumar Day ¥s. Union of I,dia
1983 (3) APSlp-427 C.A.T. Calcutta,
v.5.Raghavan, Secrztary to the Ministry of
fence~-1987 (3) ATC 602 C.A.T. Madras.

&
The learned counsel for the applicant has
placed relience on SLJ 1990 (3) C.A.T, p=181-
Tota Ram Sharma vs, U.0.1.. The facts of the
case are totally diff ferent. Inqthat case,
the mautm“ was of promotion and on the basis
Qf an earlier judgement, the reliefiwas
aeswred to be given to the applicant of that
case. The Full Bench authority of John Luc as,
1937 (3) ATG 328 was alsc relied where it was
held that in service matter

in
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applicant has b

3. e,

wlll affect some one or +the other members

of the service. In the present case, the

en reVArtLd by a definite
order of 1974 and he has not assailed that
order within the veriod of limitation.

He has no grievance.abouﬁipromotion but he
has a ‘grisvance about rzversion of 1974,
The citsd case, thereLoLe,

tloes not apply

in the circumstanczs of the present case.

therefore, hold that the present
aoplication is grossly barred by time and is
dismissed in limini at the admission stage
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