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Central Administrative Tribunal
‘TPrincipal Bench, New Belhi

Data.".— 6 86

oA-1ss/89

Armed Forces Hqs, L o : o . \
Stenographers Rssgclatign eese Petitioner

.Uersus.

UhiOn of India & Anoﬁhér fQ;..' Eespondents

- Fbr the Petitioner . . .,.. Shri S.K. Gupta,

Pfesidant,‘AFHasn‘

F@r.the‘Rééponﬂents . ..;. Shll PeHeo Pamchandanl,
o : A . Sr, Adumcate

CORAM: Hom'Ble SHri P.Ke. Kartha, Vice-Chairman{Judl,)
Hon'ble Shri K.J. Raman, Administrative Member,

1. Whether Reporters of ngal papers may be alloued
to see the Judgement? YO _
\

2, To be referred to the Reporter or hot° Am

{(Judgement of the Bench delluerdd by Hon'ble
Shri P.K. Kartha, Ulce—Chalrman)

The review petition has been filed by the
original applicant in 0A-158/89, In OA-158/89 the
abblicant had prayed that the Armed Fforces Headgquarters
Civil Service Rules, 1968 and all dfher actions<taken
in pur uance thereof, anludlng prDthans magde there-
unﬂer, be quashed and set aside belng arbltrdry, dig=

criminatory and violative of Articles 14 and 16 of the

_Constitutioh and that the Stenogrﬂphers ba appointed on

32 posts of Supdts. 8nd ACSO's Falllng to thlr quota

From due date u1th all consequentlal benbflts.

'2. : After-going»through thq_recprds of the case and
'hearlng Shrl S. K, Gupﬁa for the applicant and Shri P.H,

’ Ramchandanl, Seniar Rduocata for the 1espondents, the

'Trlbundl had held that the appllcdtlﬂn is barred by

1,11m1tdt10n and, accordlngly, the same uwas dismissed at

" the admlsslun stage,
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3 In the review petition, it has been prayed that
the petition may be 2llowed and the applicant may be
heard on merits or, alternatively, the matter may be

referred to a Larger Banch,

!

4, We have carefully gone through the review petitien,

Ve do net see any error'appafent on the face of the

judgement dated 10,3,1989 uwarranting a revieu of the
‘same, In para,i1l of the judgement, it has been observed

that the admitted factual position in the instant case is

that the grievance of the applicants arpose during the

.period Frcm,1963—68 when 25 vacancles earmarked for

them uereAfilled up in accordance with the existing

administrative instructions., Those administrative

instructions were superseded By the recruitment rules

of 1968 which held the field from 1968 to 1976, During

that pericd, seven vacancies uhich were allocated to
tenggraphers,-uera not also filled up in accerdance
with the recruitment rulaé. The recruitment rules of
1968 uére also amended in 1976, In paras, 12 and 13 of
the judgemént, reference has been made to the corres-
pendence which had been made in rsga¥d tc the
grievance of the applicants, In para.14 of the
judgement, the Tribunal had expressed the opinion that
repeated representations made by ths applicants through
various letters and otheruwise, will not have the sffect
of enlarging the peried ef limitation, In para,i5, it
was held that the applicatien is net maintainable in
view of the provisions of Section 21 of the Administra-
tive Tribunals Act, 1985, The Tribunal has no juris-
diction to entertain an application in respect of a

cause of action which aross prior te 1,11,1982, In
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such alcase, there:is no qusétion of even condonation
of delay in Filing the application. It would be a
- case of the Tribunal not having jurisdiction te
entertain a petition,
5. The review petitinn has referred to the Armed
Forcés Headquarters Civil Service (Prémotion to Céﬂ
and ACS0) Regulations, 1968, according to which, Select 4
List in the grade of ACSO énd CS0 has te be draun up
every year, It has been alleged that select lists
- were not prepared in accordance with the abové iegula-
tions during 1970 to 1975. By not doiné sa, the
stétutory regu;ations which are still in force, have
been vielated,
Ge With regard te the amendment of the Rules in 1976,
it has been alleged that the same is illegal, arbitrary,
diéc:iminatory and prejuﬂicial'to.the interests of the e
Stenographers, ‘ ‘~i' ' ‘
Te -Thé‘revieu petitioner has also referred te the
decisions of this Tribunal in B. Kumar Vs, Union of India
& Others, A.TeR, 1988 (1) C.A.T. 1, Rs?wrénce has aléa
been made to the decisions of the Bangalore\Bench of the
e Tribuﬁal in G.K., Shenava & Uthers Vs, Union of India,
1989(1) SLJ, CAT 1, Referring to the aforeszid decisions J
of the Tribunal, the reviey pétitioner has stated that
this Tribunal should have followed the earlier decisions |
given by the Principal Bench in 8, Kumar'!s case and :
.by,the éangalore Bench in Shenaua'é case, In czse the ;
Tribunal wants to take a different visw, the case should
be referred to a Largsr Bench, |
B, The afpresaid contention is based on a misconception.l

The decisions ef the Principal Bench in B, Kumar's case and
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of the Bangalore Bench in Shenava's case, are clearly
distinguishable.. We dee ne justification for referring
the matter te a lLarger Bench,

= On a carefui coensideration of the petition, we
see nﬁ substance in the same, In case ths applicants
feel aggrisved by the decisions given by the Tribunal,
the proper course for them would have been to prefer

an appeal in the Supreme Court and neot teo agitate the

same matter in'a review petition, In the circumstances,

"

) . + Raman> . . p K Kar tha)
Administrative Member »Uicé-Chairman(J”dl‘)‘

“we reject the review petition,




