In the Central Administrative Tribunal
- Principal Bench, New Delhi

08-965/93 » Date: $ - -9 2.

‘Shri Sunil Kumar Bgnsal ,,.,., Applicant
Versus
Union sf India & Ors, ;... Ruspohdants

For the Applicant «ess Ms, Bharti Sharma, Proxy for
Mrs, Rani Chhabra, Adygcate

For the Respondents ..., None,

CO2AM: Hon'ble Mr, J,P., Sharma, Member (Judl,)

s et o

Hon'ble Mr, N.K, Verma, Administrative Memher,

‘1, To be referred to the Reporters or not?

(Judgenent of the Bench by Hon'ble Mr. J.P,
Sharma, Membher

The sorviées of the applicant were terminated in
pursuancs of'tha letter dated 22nd April, 1987 issued by the
Telecom Department directing rotronchmnnt of casual lahourers
whe had been employed in the Department after 31,3,1985. In
this application, th; applicant has claim!d the relief to
quésh the circulaf dated 22nd April, 1987 directing the
rospondents to tzke the applicant back on work immediately
with all consequential benefits, The facts of the case
are that the applicant uaa.ongagod as a‘caéual ldbe@tlr in
the Telecom Department in June, 1985, He has been retrenched
from service, but he has not mentioned the specific date

when he was disengaged from service in pursuance of the
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circular dated 22nd April, 1987, The present application

has besn filed on 23rd April, 1993, Since the application

was not in order, it was returned to him and he refiled it

on 3,5,1993, The matter came hefore the Division Bench
on 5,5,1993, when the learned counsel for the applicant
took time to Pile the application Por condonstian of delay
and'ona week's time was allowed, The matter was taken up
BN BEh Ry, 199%, but Uas sdfounel sl Ve et May,
1993, The applicant did not file the application for

condonaticn of delay and further opportunity uas qiven

to file the same before 16,7,1993, M.P, for condonation

of delay was filed, but with certain objections, which

was refurned to the applicant by the Registry and was not
ref iled,

2, Je nsard the lsarned counsel for the applicant

on 28,7.,1993 on limitatien, No application for condonation
of delay has beaen I;IDVOd. On the other hand, in para,3 of
the applicatipn.at pggn 2, it is stated that the application
is within time according to limitation priscribud under

Section 21 of the Administrative(Tribunals Act, 1985, -

Section 21(1) lays doun the snecific period within which
the grievance will be sssailed in the application under
Section 19, The applicant had been retrsnched from service
.about 5 years ago in pursuance of the circular of 1987

(Annexure A-II), He was retrenched from service some time
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in July, 1987, In view of the ahove fécts? the
applicai:ion is patently barred by limitation and the
applicant should have co.me within one 'ye-ar from the
date he Was disengaged from service. The applicstien
is dismissed as barred By limitation, There uill be
Nno order as to costs,
el e
(N.K. Verma) =~ - ‘ (3.P. Sharma) 5\“
Memher (A) Memher(J)
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