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0.A.No. 1745 of 1998
‘New Delhi, this 6th day of November, 1998,

HON BLE SMT. LAKSHMI SWAMiNATHAN.MEHBER(J)
HON BLE SHRI K. MUTHUKUMAR,MEMBER(&)

Dr Bhaben Chandra Sarma

S/o Shri Jibeswar Sarma

R/o 28 Rallway officers  Colony

P.0. New Bagargaon

pistrict Bagargaon k

(Assam) . - ‘ ... Applicant

By Advocate: Shri V.P. Kohli

versus

1 Union of India,
Through the General Manager (P),
GAZ, N.F. Rallways,
Maligaon,
(ASSAM).

7. The Hon ble Minlster of Railways,
Ministry of Rallways,
government of India,
NEW DELHI.

The Chalrman,
Railway Board,
Raill Bhawan,
NE DELKI.

R O I

4. The General Manager (P,
GAZ, N.F. Rallways,
#aligaon,
{ASSAM) . Respondents

¥

By Advooate: None

0O R DER (ofal)

HON BLE SMT. LAKSHMI SWAMINATHAN. MEMBER(J)

Wwe have heard the learned'counsel for the

<« -

aoblicaht, Learnéd counsel for the applicant submi ts
that hé'is aggfieved by tﬁe order passed by the
respondents_ dated 24.11.89 (Annexure A-6) against
which the appiicant had made represenﬁationg following
the order of. the Supreme Court in Dr B. Subba Rao Vs

Dr Y.P. Anaqad & Anr. in C.P.No.S57 of 1992 in WwP{(C)

No. 1609 of 1986 dated April 21, 13995.
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7. when 1t was pointed out*to‘the learned counsel

_ for the. applicant that the OA which has been filed on

74.4.98, 1s evidently barred by limitation under
section 21 of the Administrative Tribunals Act, 1985
and there is not even an MA for condonation for delay,

he sought &n adjournment to file ah application for

condonation of delay. He has also submitted that he

has recently been engaged in this case. we note that
several adjournments have‘alkeady heen taken. - We have
also -considered the submissions of the learned counsel

on the prayer for condonation of delay.

3. Wwe have considered the above prayer. We are
unable to agreef with the contention‘pf the learned
oounsel for the applicant.to give another adjournment
as we find thét this case suffers from jaches and
delay and 1is ’hopeleesly barred by iimitation. The
appllicant _re}iee on the Jjudgment of the Hon ble
supreme Court in Dr B. Subba Rao vs Dr Y.P. Anand &
c A
Anr (supFa3 which order had been given on 21.4.95., We
also note that admittedly repeated representations

have been made by the applicant starting from 1.7.95.

‘It is settled law that repeated representations do not

extand the period of limitation which 1n this case:

will be Qne'year from the date of tine cause of action.

4. In the circumstances, we find no good ground
to allow this application which is  barred by
limitation. The OA is accerdingly dismissed at the

admission stage. No order as to costs.

{K. Muthpkdmar) (smt. Lakshmi Swaminatﬁéﬁjfd

MemberA) Member”(J)




