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' Jaodish nahaim SHAma vs. u.i).r. r j.-ja

Applicant t.hrniiqh Shri Unesh tii<ih,ra. i-m.n^ai

The applicant now vvorking as

assistant Logging Inspector with F.O.J./FHI
filed tnis application under Section 19 of
the Administrative Tribunals Act, 1985,
aggrieved by the order of reversion
dt. 18.2.1974. By the impugned order, the
applicant .was reverted from the post of Store,
keeper to the post of Assistant Machine
Operator. In this application, the relief
claimed is to declare the impugned order
dt. 18.2.1974 as illegal, arbitrary and
unconstitutional. The applicant has also
prayed all consequential benefits and for
holding the review D.p.c. required for the
promotion purpose. Ife have heard the
learned counsel for the applicant. An,-,e><ure-A

" '̂"s order sho,„s that
-the basis of selection Of one Sh ..ovind
^ingh, the applicant was reverted to the
post of Assistant Machine Operator. Anne.uxe-C

the appointment letter dt. 13.3.1973
Showing that the applicant, officiatino
Assistant Machine Operator

^ '̂-33 appointed asstorekeeper. It goes to show that the
applicant i/.ias
, as .Assistantachine Operator on the date .f h-

his appointmsntas otoiekeeper.

^ '̂withTn*"""'̂ "" the Tribunal should'®•/ the limitation as prescribed under
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Section-2i cf the Administrative Tribunals Act,

1985. Se ction-2((a)ceads as foliov-s

"the grievance in respect of which an

application is made had arisen by reason of
any order made at any time during the
period of three years immediately

preceding the date on Vv'hich the
jurisdiction, pov.ers and authority of the

Tribunal becomes; exsrcisable under this

Act in respect of the matter to which such

order relates." '

It is, . therefore, evident that an application

against an order made before thrse yearj

immediately preceding the date of the settinq

of the Central Administrative Tribunal is

time barred. The Central Administrative

Tribunal cannot even condone the delay in

s UD n cases, -^ukumar '^ay Vs. Union of J-fjdia

1933 (3/ .hTG p_427 C,.A.T> Calcutta^

V.S.Raghavan, Secrstary to the /vlinistry of

Qefence-i987 (3) ATG 602 C.A.T, Madras,

ihe learned counsel for the applicant has

placed reliance on 3LJ 1990 (3) C.A .T . p-iSi^

Tota Ram Sharma Vs. U.0,1.. . The facts of the

case are totally different. In that case,
the iTiatter was of promotion and on the basis

o.f^ an earlier judgement, th'e relief.;was
desired to be given to' the applicant of that
case. The Full Bench authority of John Lucas,
1937 (3) ATC 32B was also relied vJhsre It was
held that in service matter in judgement
rendered except pe rhapsidlsclplinary proceedinas
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'.'•/ill affect Some one or the other numbers

ot the service. In the present case, the

applicant has been reverted by a definite

order or 1974 and he has not assailed that

Older within the period of limitation.
He has no grievance ,about promotion, but he
has a grievance about reversion of 1974.
The citeo case, therefore, does not apply
in the circumstances of the present case.

3. We, thers.fore., 'hold that the present
application is grossly barred by time and is
dismissed in lirnini at the admission stage
itself.

(J.p. SliAim)
iVhivB.:R (Jj mEhBcr Ha)'


