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Counsel for the'ahhliCant
Counsel for the respondents
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Heard_ the learned cbungelﬁf

\/a:wi
esohri F\cKﬁM&
«oNOne,

¥

or the gpplicant,

It appears that the spplicant appearsa in the

Departmental Examination ln connact1
to the post of J.T.0. held on 14th
1992, the results of. which were decl

on with promotion
and 15th March,

ared vide

mnexure-A/1 dated 25rd .Uctober 199%( This
application has been filed on 642,199, The applicant

. has also filed M,A,267/96 for condon

The ground taken 1is .that the .applic

ation of delay.

ation has oe=n

filed for promotion whichkds recurring effect and,

accordingly, ths delay should pe candOned

) ’)05«-"\”-«.&
2, In vieu of the well settleq&deCLSLOn 1;

in the _case of a.b. Rathore vs, Qg?i

‘Teported
a?g Iunaolln (1a§gg3t “LC 0.8

of delay as made herein., The applic
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;g__ﬁrp %a %ﬂcandonatmn

ent has

submitted representations. His ~fostlrepresentation

.+~ is dated 20,9.,1993 (Anexure-A-6)s 1

jven to him, In

that + no reply was g*

t. is stated
that case the

applicant had to apprpach the Triounal long before,

within one yegr against the final
any represencation head Deen made, wit

order and if

hin one ysear

after expiry of six months! period, This epplication

has been filed Deyond the peliod

prescribed

under section 21 of the Administrative Tricunals Act,
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3, The learned counsel for the applicant

S

relies on the decision  in the case of (i@, duaramuddin

vs.state of A.Pe, reported in (1994)
decided on 10.5.19941 This was a case

S SCC page 118

against the



R o _
dismissal from service., The ‘

issued pursuant to departmental proceedings.|

"In this case the Hon'‘ole Apex Court held thiat

‘for computation of limitation peliod, time

spent in disposal of statuteory review
60 days
should be extdaded, It is amply claar
facts of this

from the present application which is a ¢

&

that
“‘.Case are totally different

promotion., This decisien
to the ‘applicant, °
. Lo . . i
2
further . relies
of R.R.Gupta vs. Unéon of India, reported
in AIR 1996 SC page 668, which is a case of

-

fixation of..initial pay. The Hon'ole Supreme,

N

held
continuing

Court that non-fkxation being
the facts of the

' ég8 totally different

not arise, Evidently,
' preseht ‘application
‘and ' this decision

to the applicant,
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The app}icapxom_is

*

Be A Summarily
,dismissgd_ atvthfﬁfgdmiss;an stage.
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R
, , 4’*;31 F L
(D.purKayastha). . (K.0+Saha)

nd
more -for notice under Sectiun 80, ChP.C,

is of no assitance
- The learnad:coumsel for the applicanﬁ‘
on the decision in the caseﬁ
wrong, question of limitation doé

also can be no assistance
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dismissal order was

the

sse of
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