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A.ChandraSekhar Rao, son of late 
Lakshmj Narasjrttham, Mechanic, Construction 
Division, Malkangirj, Koraput. 

Applicant. 

Versus 

1. 	Union of India, reprcseated by its 
Secrctary, Department of Internal Security, 
Rehabilitation Divisi on, Jaisalmer House, 
Mansingh Road, NEW Delhi-hO 011. 

2, 	Chief Administrator, 
Dandakaranya Project, Project 
Headquarters, Koraput, 76 40 20 

.• 	.esmondents. 

For the app1icart 	... 	Mr.A.X.Mohapatra, 
Athocate. 

Forthe respondents ••• 	Mr.A.B.Mihri, 
Senior Standing Counsol (Central) 

C 0 P. A M : 

THE HON 'BLE MR.13 .R. PATEL, VICL-CHAIpjL 

A N D 

THE HON'BLL 

1hthor roortes of local afxrs may ho alowed 
see th judmen. ? Yes, 

To be referrd to the Repaters or not 7 

3• 	Whathr Their Lordships wish to see tha fair copy 
of the judgment ? Yes. 

\ 



8 

JUD GMEN T 

K.P.ACHARYA,MEMBER(J) 	In this app1ication under section 19 of the 

Administrative Tribunals Agt,1985, the applicant prays 

a declarationthat he is eititled to a pay scale of Rs.380 

560/- with effect from 1.1.1973 and for a direction to the 

competent authority tjo give promotion to the applicant 

to the selection grade. 

Shortly stated, the case of the applicant is thai 

he was appointed as a Mechanic under the Dendakaranya 

Development Authority with effect from 12.11.1962 and was 

given the pay scale of Rs.140175/.. After the Third Pay 

Commission Report was accepted by the Govarnnnt, the 

applicant was given a pay scale of RS.320.400/_ but he 

claims 4ke pay scale of Rs.380-560/- and for promotion 

to the selection grade. Hence. this application with the 

aforesaid prayer. 

In their counter, the resporents maintained 

that the case is grossly barred by limitation and as such 

should be disthissed in limine with costs. 

4• 	We have heard Mr.A.K.Mohap etra, learned aDunsel 

for the applicant and Mr.A..Mishra, learned Senior Standing 

Counsei(central) at some length. Mr.Mishra raised a 

preliminary objection that the cause of actionfof the 

pplicantx, if any, relates to the year 1973 and Section 
.tkZ 

21 	Admibistrative Tribunals Act,1985, having created 
41,  

a clear bar to the extent that the Tribunal cannot take 

cognizance of any cause of action arising beyond three 

years from the date on which the Act came into force i.e. 
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1.11.1985, the case is grossly barred by lirnitdtion. 

after givftig our dflxiOjs consideration to the argum':nts 

advanced at the Bar we find that there isconsjderab1e 

force in the contenUon of learned Senior Standing Counse 

(Central). We therefore, hold that the case is grossly 

barred by limitation in view of the orovisions contained 

undeL section 21 of the Aministratjve Tribunals Act, 1985 

So fr a the ci.im of the 	eiic:-.nt for 

promotion to the selection grade, the ncerned 

authoritis mey consider the case of the ap1icent for 

promotion to th selection grade end .-iss necessary orders 

s deeiied fit end proper accordino to Rules. 

5. 	Thus, this application is accordinely disposed 

of leaving the: parties to bear their own costs. 

.. 
Merer (Jucicial) 

B. R.PAThL, VICE-Cl1\IP\MAN, 

It 

Central Adrninistra• 
Cuttack Bench, Cutt 
pri1 5,1989/Sarangi 
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