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MAs 137 and 13k'/3l.!LlL' (0a 357 /99)
Shri N.u‘.c»,autum, coun3sl for the applicant.

Iearnal cmnsel f£or the appli-ant has filed
restoration application 110.137 /2000 £2r reztoring this
Qi+ Hz has zlso filed MA for ~ondonial the delay.

In view <f the submizzicns rade by the lzarned counsel

—

£or the apiplicant, both the FA3 are allowed and & 03,
vhich was dismizzed in defaulk, i3 restored to ite

original number.

Hzard the lzarned ocoundsl for the applicant. on
admizsion. The praver of the applicznt is to declars
the order Jdated 1.3 .79 as aneonst itut ional, wrong,
inope rat ive, 2pd nnll and void, wsivdidh by which the
dzczased employes, the husband of the applicant, Shri
Ilizhan, was removed from Servife. 1In vVidhata w/o Late
Shri pam Warain v/s inion of Indiz snd Others (0& 1569/93),
decidz3d »m by the Pall Beuch “f thecentral Administrat ive
Tribunal, Mambail Beach, peported at aTI 1232 (2) 505,
it wss held that lzgal hsirs of .;}-1.:“; zoeased enployee
are not compztent to file application uw/s 19 of the'
Addminist rat ive Tritun3als act. Bz the matter rertains
to the it removral of the deceased employsee
for the year 1973, thersfore, ws are of the considered
view that this 0p is not mainkiindizls in view of the
Full Sench Judgement o€ Mumbai Zznch, and alao grosely
barred by limitation. We, thersefors, Jdismiss this 0a

at the stage of admissicon in limins.
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