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3h. K. UBatra
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Versus

X Ors

DATE OF DECISION

Pelitioner

27-9-93

Advocate for the PetitioDer(s)

Respondent

Advocate for the RespoDdent(s)

COR AM

The Hon*ble Mr. I2.V.Krishnan, Vice Chaiiwan(rv)

The Hon*ble Mr. 3.3, Heg de, Memb gr( J)

1. Whether Reporters of local papers may be allowed to see the Judgement ?
2. To be referred to the Reporter or not ? y

3. Whether their Lordships wish to ace the fair copy of the Judgement V
4. Whether it needs to be circulated to other Benches of the Tribunal >

0:U£a(o.i^)

(delivered by 3h. N. V.Krisl^non," ViC(A))

Vfe have heard the spplic ant. regardi.ig •i'i-349/9^

\%hich is i:-; respect of order dated 26-3-92 by vhich Oh Mo.

1907/92 lA'asr^i ec te • on the grounds that Oh is hooelessly

bar red by limit at ion.

2. It is admitted that the applicant had to face

trial in the court of nddit 1..:.aa 1 Chief Ifetropoliton
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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 applicant v-ere promoted as assistant Collectors

in Central Excise and Customs department. The

applicant admits that he then made a representation

to the Government.

3. In the meanvhile.Government had moved

against the discharge before the High Court v.bich
t

maintained the orcier of ci:,charge. It appears that the

Govt.preferred 3.L.P. before the Supreme Court v.hich

was rejected in the year 1989. The applicant contends

that limitation v.lll count from the date the SLi> was

dismissed. The OA had been filed on 17.9.92.

4. The applic ants's only c ontention is that

as SLP filed by the Government v/as dismissed in 1939.

|his aopllcation could be filed under the Administrative

Tribunals act, 1985 and question of limitation shouldbe

considered for condonation , In the order dated 26.8.92

of the Bench is held that cause of action accrued to the

applicant 1983 and as applicant ; has not filed

this OA v-d-thin one year from the date of eoiUBencement

of the Administrative Tribunals t-ict, 1985 it is barred

by limitation.
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5. v^fe are of the view, that the action of the

Govemnient in getting the order of discharge

vacated by Superiour Court d;es not have any

relevance. He was aggrieved when junior vere promoted

in Mov,,i983 and indeed, he admits that because of

his grievance filed representation to the

s
Government v\hich remain^ undisposed of. It is thus

clear that cause of action arose in Nov,,1983.

Therefore, vie do not find any error in the earlier

order dismissing the OA as barred by limitation.

6, R.A, is, therefore, dismissed

n

(B,3. HlofE)

M3M3d a( J)

(N.V, KlUSHa-N)
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