
• • 

• 

1 • 

• 

• 

I 

(OR:N C:Ot.FT) 

CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRmt.JNl\L, ALIAHABAD BEN:H • 

ORIG INI\ L APPLICATION J\D .925 /95. 

Dated: The lath Day of September, 1995. 

Hon'ble Mr. s. Das G~ta, ~mber(A) 
Hon 'ble Mr. T .L.Verma. WeJDbe r (J). 

• 
(Capt. )S .c .GuJiti; Ex .Depyty Director, Age 58 years, 

H ~No .as, HG (D) A~·ANfiKA, Naini, Allahabad 211008. 

• • • • • APPLICANT. 

(By In pe rson). 

"ersus 

1. Union of India, through the Deve lopne nt 

Conmissioner(SSI),Nirman Bhava, N:!S>Delhi-llCOll, 

· 3, ~.\t J2lJ((.Chaudhary, S/o S' hri P.S.Chaudhary, 

C/o - Director Small Industries Service, 

I rist it ute, Kalp i Ra oc;t, Kanpur - 2080.l 2. 

• • • • RESrot-DENI'S. 

(By - ) 

ORDER • 
• 

By Hon 'b le Mr, S .DDa§ Gupo a, M!mber (A). 

The-applicant has approached this Tribunal 

under Section 19 of the Administrative Tribunals 

Act, 1985, seeking reliefJf f' Uashing of impugned 

relieving order dated 4.2.199'5 \':ith conse C" \.&ntlal 

benefits. It has also been peayed that he may be 

given full salary with effect from 1.2.1993 along 

with interest. 

2 • Thtf: applicantf,Jas working as Deputy Directar 

Incharge as well as Dr9wirg and Disbursing Officer 
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of Institute (SSI) V11orkshop, Naini~ Allahabad. 

Prior to this, he was an officer in the Army and 

it has been clairood thathe had a distinguished service 1 

in the Arrood Forces. An order was issued on 2.2.1993 

tra nsfe rrino t hef PP lica rrt. Thereafter, the iripugred 

pelierving order dated 4.2.1993 \•1as issued. ·-These 

orde rs h ave b een challenged by the applicant on 

the ground of malafide. He has also averred about 

the circunstances in which forcible possession of 

his off ice room was taken from him. He stated that 

the orde r of transfer and the relieving order \':ere 

passed on the basis of complaint of one Ajai Kumar 

Pasi and Shashi l~tn ar Prakash, a Member ofParliarmnt 

VJbo exercised undue influence on therespondents. 

3. It appears from ~he records that the app licant 
I 

had earlier approached t his Tribunal, through O.A. I 
1617 

No.232/93 challenging the orderjdated 2.2.1993 by 

v1hich he v.•as transferred. A single membe r bench 

o f this Tribuna 1 held that no cone lus ive finding 

of malafide or colourab le exercise ofpo~-er in 

makinq the impugned orderof transfer can be given . 

The Bench , hov.~ver, directed that a representation, 

v~l-i ich is]St i:t ted to have been filed by the applicant 

be consii eredJllli -~ sympathetically and be dedtded 

with due application of mind. It is not clear 
• w.. 

from th Eefaverroonts whether O.fW complia nce · df h too .. . 
direction of the Tribunal ~ the representation 

•·>cts '• • ie."' 
v.ras considered a nd disposed of or no~. In any cate 

the applicant did not succeed in his challenge to 

the order of transfe~. The impuqned order dated 

4.2 .1993 YJhich • is an order relieving the a pplicant 
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cannot be challenged merely on the ~round that the 

a aroo was passed by an officer, who was not competent 

to do so. More9ver, the cause of action, if any, arose ) 

on 4.2.1993 where-as the present application has been ) 

filed only on 11.9.1995. The application, is , therefore ! 

barred by !imitation • 

4. In view of the foregoing the application is 

dismissed in limine both on the ground of limitation 

as we 11 as of merits. 

Member( A~ 
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