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By Sh. Kuldip Singh, Member (J)

This OA has been filed by the applicant seeking retiral
benefits. Applicant is stated to have retired some time 1In
the vyear f96? on voluntary retirement. Applicant submits that
he has served the department continuously for the period of 20

vyears but no retiral benefits have been given by the

' authority. Itris only on coming to know about the entitlement

of the voluntary retirement benefits after rendering 20 years
service appticant has made representation to Chief Secretary,

NCT. dEthi but to no effect.

2. Applicant further submits that he had received last letter
on July 2000 wherein he has been informed that his service

book and personal file have not been found Iin the old records

of the office. Now after a lapse of almost 38 yeats. it is
nolt possibie to take any action for grant of retirement
benefits in the absence of his personal tile and service book
which are not found 1n the old records. \
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3. I have heard the learned counse! for the applicant and
gone through the tecord. Admittedly, applicant is stated to
have retired from service in the year 1867 itself. However,

one of the letter Annexure-B shows that applicant himself says

that his service have been terminated w.e.f. 28.2.54 on
account ot reduction in department. Applicant submits that he
tookk voluntary retirement from the New Delhi Treasury 1n 1967

though there is no nexus between the voluntary retirement and
termination of service in 1854 but it 1s the case that
applicant after the alleged voluntary retirement in the year
1967 did not make even a single representation for grant of
4any retiral benefits. Now after a lapse ot alimost 36 vyears
when the records are not available even with regard tc his
appointment it is not possible to give any directions to the

respondents to release retiral benefits to the applicant.

4. OA itself is highty barred by time. I may further mention
that cause of action if at all has arisen to the applicant in

the year 1967 itself and the Tribunals were formed in the year

1885. According to the Section 21 of the Al Act wherein
grievance in respect of which an application is made had
arisen by reascn of any order made at any time during the

period of three years immediately preceding the date o which
the jurisdiction, powers and authority of the Iribunal becomes
exercisable wunder this Act in respect of the mattet to which
such order relates and no proceedings for the redressal of
such gt ievance had been commenced before the said date before
any nghv Court then the application shall be entertained by

the Tribunal if it is made within the period referred to in
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clause (a), or as the case may be, clause (b), of sub-section
(1) or within a period of six months from the said date,

whichever pericd expires later,

5. Here in this case the cause of action. it at all has
arisen, that has arisen in the year 1867, so the applicant
cannot file the OA after a lapse of 36 years which is barred
by principle of ltmitation as well as by doctrine of delay and

laches. Hence, OA is dismissed in limine.

{ KULDIP SPNGH )
Member (J)
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