
CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL 
JODHPUR BENCH, JODHPUR 

ORIGINAL APPLICATION NO. 10/2003 8r.. M.A. NO.S/2003. 

DATE OF DECISION: 

Joga Ram Son of Shri Ghisooji Gujar aged about 55 years, 
Resident of No.4_A, Panchavati Colony~ Ratnada, Jodhpur, 
Rajasthan. (Ex-Typist from the office of Divisional Railway 
Manager, North-Western Railway, Jodhpur. 

. ... APPLICANT~ 

VERSUS 

1. Union of India, through the General Manager, North-Western 
Railway, Jaipur. 

. ..... RESPONDENTS. 

: ·counsel.for the applicant. 
: Counsel for the respondents. 

CORAM: 

The Hon'ble Mr. Justice G.L. Gupta , Vice Chairman 
,-- The Hon'ble Mr. S.K. Malhtora, Administrative Member 

0 R DE R. 

PER MR.JUSTICE G.L. GUPTA: 

Through this O.A., the _applicant calls in· question the letter 

Annexure- A-1 dated 9.12.2002 whereby his request for the grant 

of pension was rejected.- It is prayed that the respondents be 

directed to release the pension to the applicant w.e.f. the date of 

. acceptance of his resignation i.e. 8.8.1978 along with interest @ 

-12°/o p.a. 
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2. The applicant was initially appointed on the post. of Hospital 

Attendant_ w.e.f. 1.9.1965 in the pay scale of Rs.70-85 p.m. He was 

promoted to the post of Typist on officiating basis in 1973 in the pay 

scale of Rs.26Q-400 p.m. and was allowed increments thereafter. A 

selection test was conducted for the post of Typist against the 

promotion quota in the year 1976. The applicant participated in the 

test and was declared suitable and was placed in the panel vide 

letter dt. 24.9.1976. He was promoted to the post of Typist on 

regular basis w.e.f. 25.9.1976. It is stated that due to ill-health the 

'P.· 
) applicant submitted his resignation on 25.7.1978 which was 

accepted by the respondent N0.3 on 7.8.1978 with immediate 

~ effect. 
/:~:;;~ ri, . ~'h_-; ;_ '··:, 

f.>>· ~'"-'i)~rr<lr.,~, <>'.\ ~,2.1. The case for the applicant is that he had put in 12 years, 11 
~:·"'t-':· /;'\'::'" _.·~~·.-.... ; •• e..) .... \ \ \ t ~. {['( "'":'"''<~ -~~ ~ .: 1 . onths ·and 6 days of service ;;md thus he had rendered more than 

\(\1:t:~~' :·:; 10 years of qualifying servic~ and there~ore, he was entitled to 

:~:~.~> pension vide para 623 of the Manual of Railway Pension Rules, 1950 

(MRPR for short) and Rule 18 of the Railway Services Pension Rules, 

1993 ( RSPR_ for short). 

· 2. 2. This O.A. has been filed on 20.1.2003 i.e. about 25 years after 

the acceptance of his resignation, therefore, Miscellaneous 

Application has been filed for condonation of delay in filing the O.A. 

It is stated in the M.A. and in the O.A.- that the applicant came to 

know in May/Ju~e 2002 thro"ugh the Railway Federation News 

(publication)· that there is Judicial verdict that an employee,. 

resigning after completion of 10 years qualifying service is entitled to 
I . I 

pension. 

~~···· 
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3. In the counter, the respondents have resisted the claim of the 

applicant on various grounds. It is stated that this O.A. has been 

filed 25 years after the date of acceptance of resignation and 

therefore, is liable to be dismissed being hopelessly b~rred by time. 

It is furt,her stated that in terms of para 311 of the MRPR pension 

cannot be granted as the applicant resigned from service. It is 

averred that the provisions of Para 623 of. MRPR and Rule 18 of 

RSPR do not entitle th,e applicant to pension. 

4. We have heard the learned col!nsel for the parties and perused 

r-· the documents placed on record. ' 

5. It is admitted position of the parties that the applicant was 

"~--:'~ initially appointed on 1.9.1965. He resigned from Railway servic;e 
~~~:~:.~:·7\·. '\ ~ . '-{ ~~ .~~· .. :':.<.~ 

k·-- --'~~-- · ':' '.Vide his application dt. 27.5.1978 and his resignation was accepted 
~~~- ;;{ -"·:--~·:":-~,_<~}> \'• ;. \ ' ' - . 
t;"'·- r";; ,f·~~~ '/~\ -,~\ I Qln 7.8.1978. The facts indicate that the applica'nt had certainly put 

\::;~-~~~~;;:~ more than lO years of Railyvay service b~fore his resignation was 

··--·<!~!;'..~:--- accepted. 

6. The following points arises for determination in this case :-

-
i) whether by serving Railway for more than ten years, 
the applicant had_ a right to get pension ? 

ii) If the answ~r to point No. (i) is given in affirmative 
whether the applicant can succeed in this matter which has 
been filed 25 years after resignation. 

7. Para 311 of the MRPR 1950 provided that no pensionary benefit 

were· to be granted to a Railway Servant who resigned from service. 

Para 101 (i) stated in specific terms _that'pensionary benefits were 
I 

not admissible to a perm<;lnent railway servant ·who· resigned before 

completing 30 years qualifying service. Admittedly the applicant had 
.. 

resigned from service when the MRPR Rules, 1950 were in force. In 
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view of the specific provisiona in paras 311 and 101 of MRPR the 

applicant cannot succeed in getting pension. 

8. The contention of the learned counsel for the applicant was 

that the Supreme Court ~nd _some- Benches of this Tribunal have 

taken the view that resignation should be treated as retirement 

. where the employee had. rendered more than 10 years qualifying 

service. Mr. Malik cited the cases of i) Smt.Bimla Devi Vs. Union of -

.India & Ors. (1992-2 S.L.J. (CAT) 310), ii) A.P.Shukla Vs. Union o( 

India & Ors. (1996 (2) A.T.J. Vol. 21 pg. 157), iii) Om Prakash Singh 

J" - Naurya Vs. Union of India & Ors. (O.A. No.353/94 decided by the 

Lucknow Bench on 14.9.1998 - printed at 51. No.228 of Swamy's 

News ·1999. 

;<~;~::-~>9. On the other hand, Mr. Trivedi urged that the rulings are. 
···. /.~~--c;t,-,, ; -, l ·,~ -. - .; .~.~ .. ' ....... ~---""'ut.-~.9~ \ -.-,_ 

fi~:~- /:.-···/;<;;·;·(;>"" ·:}\ ' "~istinguishable and in view of the specific provisions, the applicant 

t: , . \;~. :.,~:;ir::·:-/,i-1 . ;;~:J. - · · 
\\f.::\ '\)5_'_,~~;,--:-J;(;! .,:)iffannot succeed in this case. He relied on the observations of the 
\\ ~-- . - -:.._: "-~ ' _,,!. 

"~;;~~~rc.-~::~~)~/ Supreme-Court in the case of Union of India vs. Rakesh Kumar 2001 
~- . . -

-~f 

sec (L&S) 207. 

10. We have given the _matter our thoughtful consideration. 
. 

11. The Hon~ble Supreme Court in the case of Rakesh Kumar 

(supra) has made observations on this aspect of the matter that 

whether an employee, who resigns after putting in more than 10 

years of qualifying service, becomes entitled' to pension. It was 

contended before their Lordships that the employees who had 

resigned after ten years of service are entitled to pension in terms of 

Rule 49 of the CCS (Pension) Rules and also in terms of provisions of 

Border Security Act, 1968, and BSF Rules 1969. Their Lordships 

rejected the claims of the employees on three grounds. One of the-

"~J' 
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ground was that quitting ser:'ice by tendering resignation does not 

amount to retirement frorr:) service. The relevant observations made 

at Para 16 of the report are reproduced here under :-

However, this has nothing to do with the quitting of service 
after tendering resignation. It is also to be stated that Rule 26 
of the ·ccs (Pension) Rules specifically provides that 
resignation from a service or post entails forfeiture of past 
service unless resignation is submitted to take up, with proper 
permission, another appointment under the Government 
where service qualifies. Hence, on the basis of· Rule 49 a 
member of BSF who has . resigned from his post after 
completing more than 10 years of qualifying service but less . 

. than 20 years would not be eligible to get pensionary benefits. 
There is no other provision in the CCS (Pension) Rules giving 
such benefit to such government servants." 

(emphasis supplied) 

12. There being identical provisions o.n resignation and forfeiture 

,,..;·-~:>;~:-~';:;>:~("\\ of services at Paras 101, 306 and 426 in MRPR 1950 the applicant's 

/-'';·,·· /~S.t;:z,~ ·-~.':service cannot be said to be qualifying service to entitle him to 
('.>'~·. . • (''~·rr ~::•'--e, :\ \ _... ·\ 
i d 

~~ ~~<~~ti~,,j~~nsio;~e case of J&K Cotton Spinning & Weaving Company Ltd .. 
'Z,;_ c'•, . - .. . ''> ;;7 
~~~,~:::"' (supra) in our respectful submission does not laid down a law that in 

all cases the resignation should be treated as retirement. 

,. 13.1 The question before their Lordship in that case w~s whether 

the workman who had submitted his resignation and . when his 

resignation was accepted, could it be said to be case of 

retrenchment. Their Lordships held that one of the meaning for 

'resignation' is 'retirement' also and hence the acceptance of 

resignation did not amount to retrenchment and the employee was 

not entitled to compensation under clause (i) of Section 2(s) of the 

Industrial Disputes Act, 1947. This ruling does not lay down the law 

that in all cases resignation should be treated as retirement. 



13.2 The case of-Rakesh Kumar (Supra) is dir.ec;tly on the point and 

on the basis of the observations made therein~ .it has to be· held that 

a Government servant or Railway servant, if quits ttie service by 

resignation, cannot be treated to have retired. 

13.3 The other cases relied on by Mr. Malik were decided by_ the 

Tribun~l on the basis of the decision in the case of M/s J & K Cotton 

spinning and Weaving Company (supra). In view of the decisions 

rendered in the casE;! of Rakesh Kumar (Supra), these rulings do not 

have binding effect. Moreover, in those cases neither it was argued 

,.,.~-, 
1 nor decided that whether in the presence of specific provisions in the 

Pension Rules; the resignation could be treated as retirement. 
- -

14. Keeping in view the decision in the case of Rakesh Kumar 

(supra), it is held that the applicant was not entitled to pension 
/~::~-:;;~;-:~-

' / .. " ';;_isf.~~-~-",;·~;~~"-,_~nde: the MRPR 1950 as ~e had resigned from service.· 
,, ~~.::· ;;~_.~; ' .. ~-.t\1~·~:-~~~Ft-·:~' ~\ ~,, . "t 
i!: ((: ;;,f"JJ1 ; ~Ar Apart ~rom that, even on. assuming for argu.ment's sake that 

\\ 
9

_" \.;:.~~:-,-~~~~':/;?? .:., .. ·}he res1gnat1on . amounts to retirement, the appl1cant can·not get 
'\ \..'f p . ~--,.,-~ . I 

~~i~:~\J relief in this case, as he had ~ot ~ut in 30 yea_rs qu~lifying service. 

15.1 Para 101 of MRPR said that retrial benefits were admissible to 

all permanent railway servants provided they· had put in 30 years 

qualifying service. . 

The relevant paras of MRPR 1950 are reproduced hereunder ::-
. . 

" Para 101 

'1. The retir:ement benefits under these rules for a 

permanent railway servant comprise of two elements viz. 

i) (a) ordinary gratuity/pension; and 
- (b) death-cum-retirement gratuity; and 

ii) family pension. · 

.·· ~· 
~/L/2_ _ 
<X y \_')" -
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The benefits are admissible to all permanent' Railway 
servant except. those who are removed· or -dismissed 
from service or resigned from it before completion of 30 
years qualifying service. 

(2) xxxx XXX XX xxxxxxxx 

xxxx XXX XX xxxxxxxx 

Para 102 

102. Qrdinary gratuity/pension becomes due on 
quitting service on account of any one of the 
following reasons :-

(a) abolition of post ; 
(b) Medical invalidation 
(c) Retirement on completion of 30 years qualifying 

service 
(d) Superannuation. 

No ordinary gratuity/pension is, however, 
payable if the Railway servant dies- while in service. A 
permanent railway servant who quits service before 
completion of 10 years qualifying service is given an 
ordinary gratuity- but no pension. Pension is granted 
only if a permanent Railway servant quits service after 
completion of at least 10 years qualifying service. 

Para 302 

""ordinary pension" means the amount payable monthly 
(under para 624) to a person who has retired from 
service after completion of 10 or more years of 
qualifying service. 

Para 623 

A Railway Servant who has completed less than 10 years 
of qualifying service is entitled to only a gratuity. 
Pension is granted to Railway Servants who have 
completed 10 or more years qualifyihg service." 

16. It was canvassed that the rules clearly provided that on 

rendering 10 years or more qualifying service a railway servant was 

entitled to pension. 

17. In our opinion, this contention is not acceptable. The 

provisions cannot be interpreted to mean that in all cases where a 



.8 
•' 

railway servant renders more than 10 years of qualifying service, he 

had a right of pension. Under Chapter VI of the Rules of 1950 there 

were following types of pension :-

a) compensation gratuity/pension. 

b) invalid gratuity/pension. 

c) superannuatiqn gratuity/pension. 

All these pensions come in· the category of 'ordinary' pension. 

~he 'ordinary' pension is governed by the Pension Act 1871. Though 

in the Rules of 1950, there is no referE:nce of pension other than 

-
'ordinary' pension. However~ · Chapter XXVII . of the Railway 

Establishment Code Vol. II provides that they may be 'Wound and 

other Extraordinary pe_nsions'. 

We are concerned with the 'ordinary' pension which was 

completed 30 years qualifying service. 

19. The question for consideration is how the provisions in Para 

101 and 102 and 302 reconcile. Para 302 and 102 said that 

pension was payable on completion of 10 years qualifying service, 

while Para 10i. said- that it was payable only where the employee 

,had completed 30 years of qualifying service. In our opinion, there 

is no contradiction in the provisions. What was provided was that a 

. I 

Railway Servant could not get pension unless he had rendered more 

than 10 years ·qualifying service. This is the general principle. The 

pplied to alprpes o~ 'or~inary' pensions. 

k<~~ ' 
\.) '"# 
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19.1. In the case of 'superannuation pension' it was payable on 

attaining the age of compulsory retirement, which was 58 years at 

the relevant time. However, it was payable only when the Railway 

Servant had rendered at least 10 years qualifying service. 

Admittedly, the applicant had not attained the age of compulsory 

retirement when he had resigned. Therefore, he was not entitled to 

'superannuation pension'. 

19.2. 'Retiring_ pension' was pay_able to a Railway Servant who had 

retired after completing 30 years qualifying service (Para 670) or 

f· who had retired voluntarily or was retired compulsorily under the 

relevant provisions after attaining 55 years of age. Admittedly, the 

applicant had not retired under those provisions. There could be a 
._;::~?~ 

/:::-,,,-~, ·:_·-,_; 4 c;ase where the employee, though had not rendered 30 years 
. ;. -~:. \ .· ,:-=:;\2:;-;::;~ •. '''·';:;_\,~ . 

,.:
1
·< ,1:' ·<··"·'--~-. ,~,·~~~IJif~\-!ng service, yet retired under the provisions of compulsory 

d 1 r -,~ :• t 

\ ", .. \t:., _ . , <~~ti~··~) ent on the ground of age. In that situation, he was -entitled 
\ ~~· . ""' .. -..:~--~· ·.. /tt 

'-<{-'· ,_,,_:.·----~~~~--~tP- J~dhsiqn provided he had rendered 10 years qualifying service. It 
:;;.<,~:--.~(~~- ~,:'. · __ .':-·;>~ . 

is· not the case for the applicant that he had been compulsorily 

retired. Therefore, he was not entitled to 'Retiring pension'. 

19.3. The case of the applicant also did not come under Para 

601 or 608 as he was not discharged due to abolition of post or 

because of becoming invaJid. The Railway Servants discharged 

under these provisions became entitled to pensi"on on rendering 

more than 10 years of qualifyif!g service. The applicant did not fall 

in that category, so he could not get pension even .if his resignation 

is treated as retirement. 

20. Learned Counsel for the applicant's contention was under 

that Para 623 and 624 of Rules of 1950, the applicant was entitled to 

pension. .r-C ... · 
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20.1 ParC:is 623 and 624 do· not by themselves create a right 

of pension. Thes-e paras are under the heading 'Amount of Ordinary 

Gratuity/Pensions'. The provisions simply said how the benefits 

would be calculated on or after 10 years qualifying service. 

20.2. In the case of Rakesh Kumar (supra) their Lordships 

have considered Rule 49 of the C.C.S. (Pension) Rules which is more 

or less same as Para 623 and 624 of the Rules of 1950. Rule 623 

was almost identical to s~b rule (1) and sub rule 2 (b) of Rule 49 

CCS (Pension Rules). It was contended before the Hon'ble Supreme 

Court tl}at under Rule 49 of the CCS (Pension) Rules, pension was 

payable on rendering on 10 years of qualifying service. - The 

contention was repelled. It was observed that Rule 49 is for 
' 

calculating and quantifying the amount of pension. It is profitable to 
t 

/-;~7- ~-~ ~,~- ,. 
, .. -:::~,--,· ·: · < ·:re.?Jd the relevant part of Para 16 of the report hereunder : 

.. ~' '~""'~~~~? }
1

, qua ;;~~n~~~r~~~~s fo0
: g~~~~g4~~~~io~~~~~~n b~0t:~e~~~~ :h~~ 

., , . . . . c .. :.·"'··' , )J our view, this submission is without any basis. Qualifying 

\~, • ~· 5~· , } ~e~~~~c~~s d~~:~~do~:~r~is~u~h~~~)s~~l~b~a~a~:'ii~~:~~~~~~~ 
~.:::;;.<~:l<rcft6-.""~\'~_:)>Y for the purpose of pensions and gratuities' admissible under 
~~? these Rules. Rule 13 provides that qualifying service by a 

~>' government servant commences from the date from which 
he takes charge of the post to which he is first appointed 
either substantively or in an officiating or temporary 
capacity. This Rule nowhere provides that qualifying service 
for getting pension is 10 years. On the contrary, there is a 
specific provision that if a government servant retires before 
completing qualifying service of 10 years because of his 
attaining the age of compulsory retirement, he would not get 
pension but would get the amount of service gratuity 
calculated at the rate of half month's emoluments for every 
completed six-monthly period of qualifying service. In these 
appeals, we are not required to consider other conditions 
prescribed for qualifying service as it is admitted that the 
respondent members of BSF have completed more than 10 
years of qualifying service. Further clause (2) (a) of Rule 49 
specifically provides for grant of pension if a government 
servant retires after completing qualifying service of not less 
than 33 years. The amount of pension calculated at fifty per 
cent of av~r:rments subject to maximum provided 



.. 

20.3 

therein. Clause (2) (b) upon which much reliance is placed 
indicates that in case of a government servant retiri.ng in 
accordance with the provisions of the Rules before 
completing qualifying service -of 33 years, but after 
completing qualifying service of ten years, the pension shall 
be proportionate to _the amount of pension admissible under 
clause (2) (a) and in no case; the amount of pension shall be 
less than Rs.375 per month. This would only mean that in 
case where a government servant retires on superannuation 
i.e. the age of compulsory retirement· as per service 
conditions or in accordance with the CCS (Pension) Rules, 
after completing 10 years .ofrqualifying service, he would get 
pension which is to be calculated and quantified as provided 
under clause (2) of Rule 49. This clause would cover cases 
of retirement ·under Rules 35 and· 36, that is, voluntary 
retirement after 20 years of qualifying service, compulsory 
retirement after the prescribed age and such other cases as 
provided under the Rules. 

- (emphasis supplied) 

It is manifest that Para 623 did not create a right to get 

pension on completion of ten years qualifying service. It only meant 
~--";,:.-...,__ 

;:~(:E:·;~·; ': ___ ,; ___ Jh.a,t if the right to get ordinary pension arose under 'retiring pension' 
--·· ·-·.,~ ''\; 

_,;.: .. -. ~:~~~:s,;::;,'?:::~;; .. _ .'su~erannuation pension' 'invalid pension' and 'compensation 
;'' : :.·- ... .,. :::···~ '(\ \ ') ·\ . -

~- _, ' - , < .:::_:- _R:ensid~' on the basis of ten years qualifying service, the pension 
''\ ::·.- --~:-·- - ... ~~- ->;:/Jl ' -
'\.?- · :'::~~~~~ ~~>wq_uicf be granted as per the table under Rule 624. _ 

'\.._~--:- - - ' -'·"' 
·-,~~~~~~~-:;~~:~:: ~:f-" Keeping ·in view the decision of their Lordships in the case 

of Union of India & ors. Vs. Rakesh Kumar (Supra), it has to be held 

that the applicant who had rendered 12 years of service on the date 

of acceptance of his resignation was not entitle~ to ordinary pension, 

even· if the resignation of the applicant is treated as retirement. 

22. . _ That apart, Section 2l of the Administrative Tribunals Act, 

1985 provides a period of one_ year for filing an application. If the 

claim is not lodged within the stipulated period stated above, 

satisfactory reasons are required to be shown as to .why the O.A. 

was not filed within the period of limitation.· As already stated, in 
., 

the instant case the application 

~;f 
has been filed 25 years after the 

I 

---- ------- -- - ---. - -- -- ·-- .... 
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alleged accrual of cause of action. The explanation of.the applicant 

is that in May/June 2002 only he came to kr.10w about the verdict of 

the Tribunal and the .Court that in the matter of resignation an 

employee is entitled to pension.· 

22.L, In our opinion, this cannot be a valid. ground for 

condonation of delay that the applicant was not aware of his right. 

In the case of State of Karnataka & Ors. Vs. S. M . .Kotravya & Ors. 

[i996 SCC (L&S) 1488], it has been ·held that the explanation that 

the responden~s on coming to know that in .similar claims relief had 
~\ 
-~ · been granted by the Tribunal, would not be a proper explanation to 

justify the condonation of .delay. It fs profitable to reproduce the 

observations appearing at para 9 of the report hereunder :-

"Thus considered, we hold that it is not necessary that 
....--~-:-· -:'-' 

_ .-/~:::;;;>. --< _, the respondents should give an explanatipn for the delay 
.. ,-._, ',. which occasioned for the period mentioned in sub-section (1) 

/:>. _ :~,;:~:~;';;;~;-:,;;:-, · . ~'·. ·~\ & (2) of section 21, but they should given explanation for 
···f-r·· --- -:~,~ .. _·J ~;~·-·:, the del~y whi~h occas~oned after the e·xpir~ of the aforesaid 

. :.~~ . ~: :J'of ·. :;~}f re~pect1ve penod appl1ca~le to the a9pro~nate case and the 
~ -:·. ' ~:- · ."· · ~- ·-~ .: Tnbunal should be requ1red .to satisfy 1tself whether the 
· '\:,<.r.. __ :.;.-=-:--· • . :.,· j explanation offered was proper explanation. In this case, the 

''(;:;~~ i::.; [..,
1
_:- :, <.·:.y)1 

explanation offere? was ~hat they came to know of the r~lief 
'>.;~~~;;.~j granted _by the Tnbunal m August. 1989 and that they f1led 

u_-" the petition immediately thereafter. That is not a . proper 
~ explanation at all. What was required of them to explain 

under Sub-sections (1) & (2) was as to why they could not 
avail of the remedy of redressal of their grievances before 
the expiry of the period prescribed under sub-section (1) & 
(2). That ·was not the explanation given. Therefore, the 
Tribunal is wholly unjustified in ·condoning the delay." 

(emphasis supplied) 

In the instant case,_ the condonation of delay has been sought only 

on the ground that the applicant had. come to know this decision in 

May/June 2002. This cannot be a sufficient ground for· condonation 

-
of delay as has been held by the Apex Court in the case of s. M . 

.______- ---- -,# -- ___...,_ -- ____ - ..... ---. ----~-"----"--~-------.--J------

" 
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Kotrayya (supra). The OA is therefore, also liable to be dismissed as ------- ----~ . 

"' ~:~ -~:-.-~ ;'~:i·>Z~~~ 

r. - . ---~-' t)a~~<t by limitat_ion. 
-:;~\n\c~. · -'\\.~~ 

;~ <;.... ' ..... -:.~·-.. ~ 0'(~"~- ;.:., .... :\ ' 

.·-~- · · ·.!:~:~23} Fbr the reasons stated above, we 'find no merit in this O.A. and 
:~ .·.~/:_:·~ ~J 'J i,~ 

:·-.;.-~~ ': -:·· distni~-s if-with no order as to costs. MA also stands dismissed. 
... · :·~-:i:~.jr __ i-~ /: 

,·, " --- ,...-

.GUPTA) 
- VICE-CHAIRMAN 

svs 



·~· \ 


