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referred to as the Act), the applicant mnm

s i,

order dated 1.3.1984 passed by respondent no.3 withho: i

his annual increment for one year without cuml&mﬁ L

effect. The application was filed on 20.5.1987 with

the allegation that the applicant filed an appeal against
the impugned order on 11. 3.‘1 984 before the Divisional
Superintending E@Lnear (MANDAL ADHIKSAK ABHI?&AHTA) s Which
has not been decided so far. In our opinion, this

petition is barred by time as it has not been filed
within one year from the expiry nf.the period of 6 months
since the presentation of his appeal. The contention
of the learned counsel for the applicant is that under
clause (a) of sub-section (1) of Section 21 of the Act,
there is a bar for not filing the petition within 1 year
and there is no bar to file a petition after the expiry
of one year. We find ourselves unable to accept this

contention and for the sake of convenience, we will 1like

to reproduce the relevant clause (a) below :-
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on which such final ir
made;

2. A simple reading of this clause shows that

the Tribunal shall not admit an application unless it

is made within one year from the date on which the final
order is made. It is, thus, evident that the application
has to be made within one year and the contention made
to the contrary is not correct. We are further of the
view that the case of the applicant will fall under clause
(b) of sub-section (1) of section 21 of the Act which
provides that an application has to be made within one
year from the date of expiry of the period of six months
since the filing of the appeal under clause (b) .of
sub-section (2) of Section 20 of the Act. The limitation
of one year prescribed by clause (b) was thus not

available to the applicant as it expired on 11.9.1985

before the Act came into force. The applicant can move
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3. It has been next contended that the applic

one year thereafter, it is clearly barred by time.

has been repeatedly harassed by the respondents m m

had to file one other such petition against their orders 2 L

and it is a fit case in which this Tribunal should
the delay under sub-section (3) of Section 21 of the. ._ *
Act. In our npiniun, the grounds contemplated by Section %
(3) do not cover the present case ama,therefore, we £ "'_f'-_:-;-'_-:_:.'
would not like to exercise our power of condonation in
this case. The applicant will have an opportunity to

approach this Tribunal when his appeal is decided.
be The petition is accordingly dismissed summarily.
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Dated 27th May,1987
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