IN THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL; JAIPUR BENCH, JAIPUR.
0.A.Nc.238/99 ' . Date cf order: f;\lfslﬁL{7p17
1. N Damodar} S/o late Shri Rem ‘Lal, Drivér Gr.C, PBikaner
Division, Northern Rly, C/o Bmrit Surclliz, Advocate, 71,
- Jawahar Lal Nehru Marg, Near Poljee Memorjal, Jaipur.

...Applicante.

Ve.
1.. Unich of India tﬁrough the DRM, Ncrthern Rly. Bikaner
Divieicn; Bikener.. -
2. 'Djvjsicnal Mechanical FEngineer (DME), Northern Rly,

" Rikener.
...Respondente.

Mr.Amrit Surollie - Counsel fer the éppﬂicant'
CORAM: ' - _

Hen'ble Mf.S.K.Agarwa], Juicial Member _

Hon'ble Mr.N.P.Nawanju Ac¢ministrative Member.
PElé HON'ELE MR.S.K.AGARWAL, JUDICIAL MEMREER.

In thie Original Applicaticn under Sec.19 of the Administ-
rative Tr:bunal= Act, 1985, the brayer of the applicant ie tc quasb

~the illegal terminaticn/Ciemissal cf order\dated 27.10.8¢ and tc

_ award pension and other related ccnsequential benefits tc him frcm

the -date of his superannuat:on.

2. Admittedly, app&:cant in this case has challenged the
order of dismissal dated 27.10.86 and if djsmjssel créer is set
asidey he has claimed the pensionary' benefits as. well as all
ccnceouent:al benefite theretc.

3. ‘In Bhoop Singh Vs. Unicn cof Ind:au ATR 1992 SC 1414, it
was helc by- Hen'ble. Supreme Court that "it ie expected of the Govt

servant whc has leéjtimate claim to apprcach the Ccurt for the
relief he seecks within a reasonable pericd. This is necessary to
oVOJd dislccating the aom:n:strat:ve set up. The impact on the’

adenJ strative set up ané cn other emplcyees is strong reascn the

ccnsideration cf stale claim".

4, In LLELE@ggg ano ;@gy & ggf Vs. R.K.Val Va]ancg 1896(1) sccC
(L&S) 205, Hen'ble Supreme Ccurt held that "the Tr:bunal fell in
patent” error in brushing aside the question cf limitaticn by
cbqervingnthat the respondents has been nekifg representaticn from
time to time and as such the limitaticn wculd not come in hJc way".

5. The main purpcse of limitaticn provided under Qec. 21 cf
the Administrative Tribunals Act; that the Gecvt servant whe has
legitiméte claim shoulé immediately agjfate for the same ageinst
the adverse crder against him and cn gettjhg the final crder cor
within & pericd of cne year after the lapse of 6 menths frem the

date of representeticn teo which ne reply ‘has been received, he mrust



approach the.Trjbﬁnal for redressalIof~hjs'grjevance.

6. Neither any spplicetion fer delay of condonation has been
filed, nor any proper reason fcr the delay of 13 tec 14 years has
been explaineC by the applicaht to challenge the impugned crder of
Giemigsal. We are, therefofe. of the cpinion—that the C.A filed by
the applicant js,hopelessly barre¢ by limitation and we have nc
alternative except to dismiss the O.A as barred by limitaticn. ‘
7. We, therefore, dismiss the O;? as barreé by -limitation ét

the stage of admission.

(N.P.Nawanﬁ)
- Member (B).

f " (S.K.Agarwal)

Member (J).



