CENTQAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL
MUMBAI BENCH

Dated this Tuesday the 11th day of June., 2002

Coram: Hon’ble Mr.oB.M.Bahadur ~ Member (A)
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By Hon’ble Mr . B.N.Bahadur, Membsr (A) -

The two OAs bearing Nos.582 of 2001 and;583 of OOl were

heard together with consent of both learned counsel, as they A

similar.
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Far  the sake of convenience let us takeffacts:in 0A

of 200

The applicant in this case comes: up . to the Tribunal
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L filed in reply by the respondents and

Firom e vedoinder. The argument taken by learned counsel for
applicant was that undisputedly he had gone to  the wrong Court
and, theretore fthat  pericd during which the matter was penading

there should not be computed for limitation. The learned counsel
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