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IN T™HE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATILVE TRIBUNAL
CU TTACK BENCH:sCU TTACK,
n,A NN, 69 nF 1998,

Cuttack, this the 8th day oof sept., 2000,

Manquli charan Mallick, e, Applicant,

-Versus-

uni~n ~f India & nthers. Respmndents,

FAR INSTRUCTINNS
1. whether it be referred tn the repnrters or nntz \(\% .

2. Wwhether it be circulated tm all the Baiches of the Central
Administrative Tribunal or nnt?

Ny .
P L W
(G. NARASIMHAM) ELMJM .

M EMB ER(JUDICIAL) » VICE-CPQI'q/lgj U,




CEN TRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL
CU TTACK B ENCH:CU TTACK,

nriginal Applicatim Nn,69 of 199,
Quttack, this the 8th day »f septemoer, 2000,

CNARAM ;

THE HANNU RABLE MR, SOMNATH SAM, VIC E-CHAI RMAN
AND '
THE HANAURABLE MR. G, NARASIMHAM, MM 3ER(JUDICIAL) .

Manguli charan Mallick,
Aged aomut 49 years,

Sen nf Giridhari Mmall ick,
At/PngBarimunda,
via,pPhulanakhara,
pist,khurda,

sApplicant.
By legal practitiner; M/s.B.S, Tripathy,M,K, Rath,Adv~<ates.
—VIS.—

1 Uni~n ~f India represented by

its ghief P~stmaster General,

nrissa Circle,

At/Pns;Bhubaneswar,

Distgkhurda,
2. superinteddent nf pPnst nffices,

Cuttack s~uth pivisimn,Cuttack,

Pmst:DistsCuttack,

$ Respmndents,

By legal practitimers Mr,3,Bash, Addl, Standing Cransel.
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n R D E R

MR, SOMNATH SnoM, VICE~CHAI RMAN

In this nriginal Applicati~n under sectimn 19 »f the
Administrative Tribunals Act,1935, the applicant has prayed fnr
quashing the nrder dated 27.6.1990 impnsing punishment nf
campulsnary retirement en him,as als» the ~rder dated 23,2,1992
rejecting the prayer ~f sailabala Nayak,wife ~f the applicant
fr~r getting app~intment f~r herself nr her sm. The secnd prayer
is frr a directim tn the Respmdents t~ reinstate the applicant,

rResp~ndents have filed cunter ~ppnsing the prayers ~f applicant,

2. F~r the purpnse ~f cmsidering this petitimn it is
n~t necessary t~ gn intn tn~ many facts ~f this case.Applicant's
case is that he was wnrking as a P~stman and in a Departmental
pr~eedings in which the cha.rge was that he had fnorged the
signature of payee and witness in respect of Certain mmey nrders
and had misapprnpriate certain amnunt’ "ms cnmpulsorily retired
from service in the nrder dated 27.,6.15% at. annexure-l, This nnder
nf 1990 has been challenged in this Tribunal in the present
Anriginal Applicatim filed eight years thereafﬁer.ln the nriginal
Applicati n the applicant has nnt stated if he has filed any
appeal against this ~rder.He has merely stated that he has filed
representati ns, Thus, prima facie the petitim is gr~ssly barred
by limitatimn, There is als~ nn petition seeking cmd~natim nf
delay,much less q4&-/‘Z\Iaxffi<il:;\vit in suppmrrt ~f thlf.p-etiti-—m.];n

(1 S
c~nsideratim ~f the ab~ve,we hnld that the prayers »f applicant

f~r guashing the ~rder at Annexure-l is n~t maintainable because

~f delay and is accnrdingly rejected,

3, secmd prayer ~f the applicant is f~r quashing the

~rder at annexure-2 in which the wife of applicant has peen




\—

inf~med that her husband was c~mpulse~rily retired frem
service and her request for granting her or her sm an
appAintment in service can nnt dDe entertained, This is nnt a
case nf crmpassi~nate app~intment and theref~re, the applicant'sg
wife and sm can nnt claim appnintment under Respmdents, this
prayer is alsn therefore, held to Ve withAut any merit and

is rejected.

4, In the result, therefnre,we hnld that the applicati~n

is withAat any merit and is rejected.N~ cnsts.

Cop—A
(G. NARASIMHAM) M M

M EMB ER (JUDICIAL) VICE—CH@I RqA& i

KNM/CM,



