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IN THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNALw ~AIPUR BENCH~ JAIPUR. 

O.A.Nc.238/99 , . Date cf order: 3\\·3.\~ 

l. Dawooar a s;o late Shd Raw Lal M D~iv~r Gr.C 1 Eikaner 
' ' 

I .·· 

Di vision m Northern Rl Ya C/o AwrH Surol1 i a~ Advocate Q 71 ~ 

Jawahar Lal Nehru Marg 1 Near Police Meworjala Jaipur • 

• • • Applicants. 

Vs. 

l.. Union of India through the DRM~ Northern Rly, Bikarier 

Division~ Eikarier •. 

2. Divisional Mechanical Engineer (DME) a Northern Rly, 

· Eikaner. 

Mr.Awrit Surollia - Counsel f0r the applicant 

CORAM: 

• •• Respcndente. 

Hcn'ble _Mr.S.K.Agarwal u Judicial Member 

Hcn'ble Mr.N.P.Nawani, Adwinistrative Mewber. 

PER HON 1 ELE MR.S~K.AGARWALQ JUDICIJI.L MEMBER. 

In this Original _Application under Sec.l9 of the Adwinist­

rative Tribunals. Act Q 1985~ the prayer of the applicant is tc quae.h 

the illegal terwinaticn/dismie.eal cf order ,·dated 27.10.86 and tc 

award 'peneion and other related consequential benefite tc him frcm 

the date of hie superan·nuaticn • . , 
2. Admittedly• applicant in thie caee has challenged the 

order of .diewissal dated 27.10.86 and if diemieeal crder is eet 

aside, he has claiiPed the peneionary benefits as. well ae all 

ccnseauenti'al benefi te thereto. 

3. In Bho_9p Si!J9E !~ pnio!l of I.£19ia~ AIR 199~ SC l4l4a it 

wae held by Hen 'ble. SupreiP€ Court that nit is expected of the Govt 

eervant who has legiti_l11Ste clairr. to approach the Ccurt for the 

relief he seeks within a reasonable period. 'Ihie ie necessary to 

avoid dielccating the administrative eet up. The impact on the' 
~ 

adwinietrative set up and en other employees ie strong reason the 

ccnsiderati on cf stale claiwn. 

4. In P.:!.:E~~!l ~nd.De~_y ~Or~ Y.!.: ~~.:Val~EJ~u ,1996(1) sec 
(L&S) 205u Hon'ble SupreiP€ Ccurt held that "the 'Tribunal fell in 

patent- error in · brushing aside the question of limitation· by. 
- - , I 

observing that the respondents has been waking representation .from 

tiiPe to tiiPe and as SUCh the limitation WCUld not COIPe in his way". 
' 

5. The wain purpose of limitation provi<;1ed under Sec. 21 cf 

the Administrative Tribunale Act~ that _the Gcvt servant who has 

legitiiPate claiw should immediately agitate fer the saiPe against 

the adveree order against hiw and en getting the final crder cr 

within a perice ·of one yea~ after the lapse cf 6 rrcnths from the 

date of repreeentation. to which no reply·has been'received. he rrust 



\ 
I 

' 

2 

approach the Tribunal fo~ redressal of his grievance. 

6. Nelther any applkation for delay 'of condonation h~s been 

filed~ nor any p:J;"oper reason for the delay of 13 to 14 years has 

been explained by the applicant to challenge the impugned order of 

.dismissal. We area. therefore. of the opinion--that the O.A filed by 

the applicant is. hopelessly barred by limitation ana we have no 

alternative except to aisndss the O.A as barred by lirrdtatfcn. 

7. ' 
·- I I 

We 1 ·therefore~ dismiss the o·.A as barred by.] imitation at 

the stage of admission. 

!' "7 

Ji~ 
(N.P.Nawani) 

· Member (A). Member (J). 
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