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"IN THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL
) NEW DELHI]
C.uNo, 19G7/92 DATE OF DECISION___ 27-9-93
A4-319/92 ) —
Sh, K. .Batra Petitioner
in perssn Advocate for the Petitioner(s)
Versus
J.C. I, & Ors Respondent
‘} Advocate for the Respondcm(s)
CORAM

The Hon'’ble Mr. N.V.Krishnan, Vice Chaimman(n)
The Hon’ble Mr. B.35. Hegde, Memben(J)

\.//

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

2. To be referred to the Reporteror not ?  »
‘3. Whether their Lordships wish to sec the fair copy of the Judgement >

~ 4. Whether it needs to be circulated 1o other Benches of the Tribunal ?-
QRER(Odal)
delivired by sh, N.V.Krishn an,' V,C(A))
& have heard the zpplicant, regavdiig Re349/52

vhich is in respect of order dated 25-8-92 by which Ca Ho, s

1eC7/92 wasr2jacte”’ on the qgrounds that Ca is houzl assly
carved by limitation,

2. It is adnitted that the applicaont had to face

<

trial in the court of wdliti.. 31 Chief letropoliton
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Magistrate Delhi in 1978 and court discharged him in 82,
He was then reinstated by order dated 11,11 .83.Juniors
to the agpplicant were promoted as assistant Collectors
in Central i“xcise and Customs department, The
aoplicant admits that he then made a representstion

to the Government,

3. In the meanvhile,Sovernment had mcved
agsinst the discharqge before the High Court}vhich
mainteained the crder of di.charge, It gppears that the
Govt,preferred 3.L.F. before the Suprame Court vhich
was rejected in ths year 1989, The applicunt contends

that limitaticon will count from the date the SLP was

dismissaed, The CA had bezn filed on 17.3.92.

4, The applic ants's only contention is that

cs SLP filed by the Govemment was dismissed in 1939,
&Bis awplication could he filed under the aAdministratiwve
Tribunals act, 1985 and question of limitaticn shouldbe
censidered for condenation . In the ordeb dated 26,8,52
of the Bench is hzld that cause of action accrued to the
applicent 1983 and as aplicent . has not filed

this OA within one year from the date of eommencement .

of the Administrative Tribunals Act, 1985 it is barred

by limitation.,
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R e are of the view, that the action of the

Govermment in getting the order of discharge
vac ated by Superiour Court d-es not have my
relevance, He was aggrieved vhen junior were promoted

in Nov,, 1983 and indeed, h2 azomits that because of
his grievance "o filed represent gtion to the
Goverﬁment which remain undizposed of, It is thus
clear that cause of action arose in Nov,, 1983.
Therefore, we do not find any error in the earlier

order dismissing the OA as barred by limitation.

6. R, A, is, therefore,

_‘% ,\ /
(B,S. HIGLE) (N.¥, KIISHIAN)
MEMBE 3(JT) VICE CHAL MAT(A)
sk




