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The spplicant has filed M.P. 972/93 for

condonation of delay. Notice was given to the respondeqts,

Today} when ths case came up. for admission,

we noticed that the spplicent is aggrieved by the order
dated 20.12.78 of the Chief Superintendent, Gentral Telegrq:;hTg
Office(Respentient No.3) imposing the penalty of removal

from service asalso the order dated 5-9-80 of the Deputy

General Manager(Adm) who has rejected his appeal(a.A-1)

W notice that both these orders have besn passed long

be fg re l.ll.o2)\rhich is the eariiesj: date of/service

grievance in respect of which jurisdiction is vested in

this Tribinzl by Section 21 of the A, T.Act, In other words

in respect of any impugned order passed earlier to 1.

12,82,
ko




this '{;ibunal has no jurisdiCtion,unle ss the employee-

haskept the matter alive by filing 'a civfil; suit etc.It is

also not ss if this case has been transferred to ys
after 1,11.,85 by any other court where it iras pending

when the ict came into force. There fore, the question
‘ !
of condoning any delav does not arise.

‘In the circumstences, th1s appllc:atlon is
“ \
not m:zintainable and,accordrzgly di smissed,
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