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02 No.20/98

D.C.Fcat s/o Shri Galsji, Field Pobliecity officer, Directorate of

Field Eukdicity, Ministry of -Information and  Broadcesting,

Chitara njan Marygy, C~Scheme, Ja]rUI..

.+ Applicant
Versuvs
1. Unicn of Indiz through Secretary, Ministry of Informstion and
Proadoasting, Shastri Bhawan, Mew Delhi.

2. Divector, Divectorate of Advértising & Visual Pulblicity,
Ministry of Inforwatign anﬂ BProsdcasting, PTI Puilding,
Parliament Street, MNew Delhi. '

.o Réspondénts

Mr. R.E.Sharms, counsel for the arplicent

Mr. L.lU.Ross, LJUnQEl for the rﬁep-nﬂgnfs

CORBM:

Hon'ble Mr.Justice P.S.Railiote, Vice Cheirmsn
Hen'ble Mr. H.F.llawani, Administrative Memger
Order

Fer Hon'ble Mr. I11.F.IBWANI, Administrative Member

The applicent seeks 2 divection for protecticn of hiz sslary

end trear his Lasgic ealsry as fixed 2t Ps. 245/- pum. w.z.f. his

initial &ppointment, count his past ealsry in the State Goverrment

for all gencicnavy bkenefirs =nd further ihet he mey be reid
interest =n the arvesrs sfter fixing his kasic pay at Ps. 845/-,

Z. We have heard the lesrned counsel for the perties and have
perused a1l the neterizl on record.

3. Cn consideration of vival contenticns, we agree with the

preliminery ckbjection of the lesrned counsel for the respondents

that the A is kedly berrved by limitation. The gpplicant wes =
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Adirect recrvit to the post of Field Exihibition Officer in the

respondent  dépsrtment vide Ann.FZ dsted 11.1.1977 and by Ann.E3

dated 15.2.1977, his rsy was fired st the minimum «f the oy scale
i.e. Re. 650/- p.m. in the ecale of Fs. @50-960. If he wos

agarieved with the s2id pev grale granted'to him, he should have

filed the OB either within =iz monthe of thé'rejectjon of his -

representation or within one year of the cause of action arisen on

15.2.1977. He hasz filed this A con 7.11.1997 vj:; efter & gap of

m~re than 20 vezrs. o application was for ~ondonaticon nr delay has

alec keen filed., It waa argued Ly the learnsd .ccunsel for the

. applicant that the spplicznt hss been meling repr sentatisns and

that the csuse «f sction arose when the letter Azted Z0.2.1297

(Ann.AG): woe issued
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ﬁ by virtue of this letber, the OB ie within

limitation. The lsw is ky now very well setiled that repeated
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3= n-t extend limitation. In this ccnnectiqn the

Judgment of the Apex Cwirt in Union of India Va. S.S.Fothi 51, 1999

"u .

So(L.&S) 251 fc Az reqard the letter ﬂat~d 20.0.19597, 3 plain

r2s5ding uf the same mafes it clear that it is djust a =imple
rertificate  chtzined after his réleavjng frcm  his erstwhiie
employer only stating thaf the spplicent w3z drawing the kasic péy
nf Pe. 720/- p.m. in the q1~L of Fs. EQO—AH—PJDQ £-1035. This is

nat even = letter from Lhr Department to which he is supposed to be

making repressntabtions anJnUnUrly und whlrh only wes entitled to

qive him relief a= prayesd for in this 0A. Ann.Aé slse, therefore,
canniot e twnﬂ ]1m1tﬂr1-n Jn unv menner. This is, therefore, & clear

shere an énmdu'ee }eers on sleeping cver arievance for more
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than 20 yesrs snd this TTjtunal ~annct ocome to the rescue of such

an employec. In fact, Hon'ble the Supreme Court has held in the

see of 1997 (23) AT (32) @2, Harnam Singh V. Inion of Indis that

the "Law ~f limitation to be spplied:with 2ll its vigour snd the
Tribunal c3annct come b the resme of those th«-u]cepk cver and

allow limitation o evpire." ,In view of @uch gettled legal
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with the parent czdre" as indicated in the title of this Govt. of

India decigion. This decision iz applicable when an employee of the

Central Government whe is sppointéd Jdirvectly or on trsnsfer from a

post cafrying an identical time scele of pey. The csze of the

applicant, whose esrlisr emplover wss & Siate Government i
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covered by the Gavk. of Indiz decisicn No. -(5) under the Fi 22 C.
This being the case, there iz also ns relevance cf any comperision
betwean the Auties artached with the applicant's post in the Govt.
of Indis and the Ztate Government which has keen submitted Lkefcre

us’ by'_the applicant alongwith his additicnsl affidavit. For the

gare veascn, the Jidgment of the Apex Court in the case of M.R.

Gupta Ve. Union of India & Ors, is alac not applicakle in the case

of the applicant.

5. In the result, the 0A iz lishle to be dismizzed koth being

hopelessly barred by limitation as alsc having nc merits and is
pe Y ¥ : 3 v

- accordingly so dismizsed with no order as to costs.
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(N.P.NAWANI ) ' ’ (B.S.RAIKOTE)

Vice Chairman

VAR

Adm. Member




