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COfAY : THE HON'BLE Mi. P. C. JAIN, WEMBER ()

T4E HON'BLE MR. J. P. SHMRMA, MEMBER (1)
None eppeared for the pplicant.

JUDGMENT (CRAL)

yontble Shri P. C. Jain, Member (a) :-

None appeared for the applicant even though the case has bee n

called out twice in its turn. This case is listed today for hearir

on sdmission.
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The applicant who is Superintendent, Director ate of Social

wWelfare, Delhi aAdministration, Delhi, has filed this Q.A. under

5ecticn 19 of the Administrative Tribunals act, 1925 prayim for

the following reliefs :=-

2.

24.10.1989 to Direc.tor, Soc‘ial Welf are, De

of leave and payment of gaiar§’ f

n'l)

The applicant may be paid salary due w.e.f.
1.9.1983 to 3.8.1989 including the leave salary for

the period frqn 1302o39 tc J.2.3cq9 a(ﬁ 40601988 'tO
3.8.1939.

ii) The agpplicant may be paid 3 simple interest
@ 12% per amnum for the delayed period of the salaries
of 11 months { 1.9.88 to 3.8,89 )} 3s the applicamt has

to borrow money for his maintenance on exorbitant rate
of interest from the friends and relations,

iii) The application may be decided in favour of
the applicant with costs.,

iv) Any 'ofh'er relief as admissible, deem £ it and‘
proper, by the Hon'ble Tribunal, may also be accorded.®

It is contende‘d by the gpplicant thst he wrote ;3 letter Asted

hi, regasrdim sanction

oL thae period from 1.2,1988 to




'y @

b \ hout
3.8.1939 (Amexure-I) Tt is further comtended that he wrote a

a acaln by letter dated 11.5.1992.
posed of within a period

Tf the
the same imter alia

ation had not been dis

] 4
of six months from 24.,10.1939, he should have filed the O.A. latest

+
applicant's repreésenc

months from 24,10.1939, 124, by
The Reglistry

within one year ©ON €Xp iry of six
| 53.4,1991. This CeA was filed in October, 1992. |

has Calsed an objection that it is barred by limitation. His reply

W, & )
to the above obj ectionlthat as he has been discriminated by

aon-payment of his salaries from 1.9.1988 te 3,8.1789 when the

other officers in the same cadre got the salaries for the sald

period, there is a violation of Article 14 of the Constitution and

|

‘T ’ hence, no limitation 1is app lic able. We are aot persuaded by thic

*\l | argument. The applicant®s claim is limited to payment of salary for
t

a particular period and not for payment of pay in the scale of pay

admissible to a post on which he might be working but denied the
(CEN
pay of the post. This is a skaie moOney claim and violstion of

fudamental rights does not arise. It is also nct 3 cowtiﬂu:ijc::use
is |
of action. For the period after 3.3.1989 he/obviously getting his

=g

pay and allowvaces for the post on which he might have worked,

Similarly, request for sanction of lesve for the period for whichk he

may have been away from duty is also not a cont inugicause of =ction,
In respect of claims of the applicant on both the points it is nct

| s cause of actiocn which arises from morth to moath, This C.A.,

5 therefore, is barred by limitation a™d is accordi.ngly rejected az
w,—a.s not maiatainable, urder Section pq (3) of the administrstive

Tribunals at, 1985.
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