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We have heard the ld. counsel for the
applicant.

2. The applicant herein seeks guashing of
the order by which his services are said to have
besn terminated with effect from 5.7.1971. No
such order has been filed by the applicant and the
ld. counsel for the applicant states that no such
order was issued to the applicant. It is stated
that the applicant continued to represent against
the above action ‘of the respondents by sending
letters, sitting on hunger strike etc. He has
howsaver, not filed copy. raf any of his
representations which might have been made against

the alleged impugned order of termination of
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5t The cause of actidn in this case had
arisen three years prior.tq the daté on which the
Tribunal started axercising ite Jurisdiction,
function and powers, and as such, the Tribunal has
ne jurisdiction in the matter in accordance with
the provisions of sub-section(2) of saction 21 of
the Administrative Tribunals Act 1985. ;t has
been held in a number of cases that in such a case
the Tribunal has no powers even to condone the

delay in filing the application.

4, 55 i caqnsel for the applicant stated
on the guestion of limitation, that no limitation
applies in view of the orders passed by the
Supreme Court of India in writ petition (8) (Civil)
No.127/91 Sh.Charan Singh Vs. U.0.1., on 21.2.91.
It was a writ petition filed under Article 32 of
the Constitution of India, and the orders passed

by the Hon'ble Supreme Court are reproduced below:

"The writ petition is allowed to be withdrawn
with the liberty to file an appropriate petition

under article 226 in a competent court”

i The above orders in the writ petition
under article 32 of the Constitution, which was
filed sometime in 1991, have to be read as to mean
that an appropriate petition may be filed by the
applicant in a competent court according to the

provisions of law; the above orders do not waive
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ither the limitation which may oOtherwise be
relevant nor do they confer on the applicant a
fresh cause of action in regard to grievance of
the applicant for moving an application U/s 19 of

the Act.

In view of the above discussions, we hold

that the application is barred by limitation and

is accordingly rejected at the admission stage

itself as not maintainable.
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