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It is not disputed that the applicant has

retired. By this 0.A., he wants expunction of certain

adverse remarks mads against him during the period of

his service. The application is not in time and,

therefore, M.A,145/97 has been filed for condoning the

delay.
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The adverse remarks sought to be expunged relate

to the year 1988. The applicant states that his appeal

against the adverse remarks uas pending but I am of the

view that there is no appeal provided against the adverse

remarks. It appears that the applicant had filed a

representation against the adverse entries and he admits

that it uas rejected on 29.6.90, He referred to rule 26

at page 37 of Suamy's compilation on Seniority and

Promotion in Central Govt, service, 1996 Edition, to

submit that appeal uas permissible against the rejection

of representation against adverse entries and accordingly

he preferred an appeal on 27,7.90 uhich uas not disposed

of till the date of filing the present O.A,

Section 21 (1) (b) of the Administrative Tribunals

Act,1985 says that if an appeal or representation is

pending for a period of more than six months, the limit

ation uould be one year from the date of expiry of such

period of six months. That period expired in December,

1990 itself or in January,1991. Under the circumstances,

the delay appears to be of more than six months and,

therefore, looking into the nature of relief claimed in

the main petition, I am of the view that delay cannot be

condoned.

Accordingly, N.A.I45/97 is rejected and as a

necessary consequence, O.A. 117/97 is also dismissed as

barred by time.
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