
IN THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL 
AHMEDABAD BENCH 

O.A. No. /252 
	

1988  

DATE OF DECISION 

SHRI I.E. 	i7j 
	

Petitioner 

11 	
5:-IEI Y.H. VYS 	 Advocate for the Petitioner(s) 

Versus 

DY.DIRICTOR, SUBSIDIARY 	Respondent 

SJJEI J.D.AJMERA 	 Advocate for the Respondent(s) 

CORAM: 

The Honble Mr. P.H. TRIVEDI 	 : VICE CHAIRMAI 

The Hon'ble Mr. P.M. JOSELL 	 JuuIEL& 1'1fli- 

Whether Reporters of local papers may be allowed to see the Judgement ? 

To be referred to the Reporter or not ? :( 

Whether their Lordships wish to see the fair copy of the Judgement ? / f 

Whether it needs to be circulated to other 
Benches of 

the 7/b, 

- 



o../252/88 

Shri •H.tirmal 
Security Assistant 
R a j kot. 

Versus 

Deputy Director, 
Subsidiary Intelligence 
Bureau, Ahmedaoad. 

.. ApplicaLlt 

.. cs:OCiCtcnt 

0ta'L ORDER 
Date: 2.3.1988 

Per: Hori'ble Mr. P.J:'i. Joshi 	: Judicial Member 

The petltloner Shri D.H. irmaL who was serving 

as a Security Assistant in the office of the Deputy 

Cetral Intelligence Officer, Rajkct has challenged 

the validity of the office order i.o.-l59/75 dated 

4.9.1975 Dy tiling an application under Section 19 

of the Administrative Tribucals Act, 1985 on  

The impugned order reads as under:- 

In pursu:crice ot the crviso to sub-rule(1) 
ot rule 5 ot the Cctral

,
ervice (Temporary 

Service) Rules, 1965, I heseby terminate forthwith 
the service cf Sari D.i.hirmal, a sum equivalent 
19 the arnouui,t of pay and allowance for a period 
of one month (in lieu of the period of notice) 
calculated at the caine rate on whch he was drawing 
them immediately, betore the date on which this 
order is served on or, as the case may be, tedered 
to him. 

Abmedabad 
Date: Sept., 4, 1975 
	 Deputy D0 rector 

ao.6/Est. (Add) /72,(26) /2087 
Subsidiary Intelligence 
Bureau, Ahmedabad-380004. 

Data: 5/9/197 5 

Copy to: 

-.D.(B) , ID, dew Delhi 
Shri D.U.Licmal, Security Assistant, Rajkot 
(Through 0010, Rajkot) 
DOlO, Rajkot with Duty List papers 
ccounts Branch for drawing one moath' s 

notice pay. 
Oftice Order Booic." 

For Deputy Dirac 

2. The etitiorer claims the relief in para 2 of the 

petition that he shculd üe treated ic service from 

. . 2 9 . 



8.9.1975 i.e. the date on which an illegal termiation 

order was served upon him a d he may be allowed to 

perform the duties and be continued in service. 

3. Mr.J.D.Ajmera, learned counsel for the Respondents, 

has opo sad the application on the ground that the 

order of termination passed under Rule-5 of the Central 

Civil Service (Tempoary Service) Rules, 1965 was passed 

on 4.9.1975 ann the etitioner has preferred to challenge 

the same in the year 1988 i.e. nearly after 13 years 

and the application is tneLetore clearly barre,:t ny 

limitation uLmner Section 21 of the Administrative 

Tribunals Act, 1985. Mr.Y.H.Vyas, the learned counsel 

for the petitioner has strenuously urgea that the 

petitioner hact continuously made representations to 

the authorities in the year 1976, 1977 and 1984 and the 

respondents have preferred to reply only in the year 
- 

1988. Referee is made 	 'the reply 

Arniexure'D'aated 17.3.1988. 

3. 	In view of the materials placed on the record, 

it is difficult to find that he had made any :represent-

ations in the year 1975, 76 or 77. Annexure 'D' shows 

that he had made representations only in the year 1987. 

Even the petitioner' s action in making reresetations 

to the authorities would not keep the cause alive. 

Even the reply at Annexure 'D' rolied upon does give 

any fresh cause of action tO the present petitioner,  

The petitioner was entitled to claim redress against 

the oraer at termination in the year 1975 when it was 

served upon him. Having regard to the fact that the 

application is filed in the year 1988, the applicatioi 

is clearly barrTed by limitation and the Tribunal 

has no jurisdiction to entertain the same, as the cause 

has accrued three years prceding to the establishment 



Ec: 

of the Triounal .(ee Dr. (mt.) IK-shama apur V. Unioc 

at Inaia 193 (1) (OAT) 549) Learned couisel for the - 
petitioner has relied on the case repor 	in AIR 

1987 50 P.1353 which is not relevant for our consider-

ation, as a distiect provisioii is laid. d.owii ii: 

Section 21 of the Administrative Tribunals Ac:, 1985. 

The application, is, therefore, rejected. 

Johi) 	 (P.H.Trivei) 
Judic.ia. Member 	 Vice Chairman 

a • a .bnatt 


