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Hon'ble Mr. J.P. Sharma, Member (J).

(JUd?ment of the Bench delivered by
‘Hon'ble Mr. P.C. Jain, Member ().

| GMENT
_ . This appli&atibn under Secticn 19 of the
Administrative Tribum ls Act, 1985, filed on 10.7.1990,
seeks'régqlérisation‘and reinstatement of the applicant
with full back wages etc. |
2. The applicant claims to ha#e worked as a
éasual iabourer in the office of Respondenf No.2 from
11.5.1983 to 14.€.1984 and again from 1.10.1984 to
31.12;1984. With'reférence to his varicus letters / .
representations, he was informed vide letter dated
18.11.1988 that under the Government instructions on
the subject, he cculd not be considered for regular
appointment against gfoup 'D? post. With reference:
to his representation againstAthe sbove communication,
he wasj%;%%rmed vide letter dated 5,1.1989 about the
contents of the communication dated 18.11.88 by enclosing
a écby of the Same.’ o _ | '
3. As the O.A., prima-facie, had not been filed
‘Within thé-limitation prescribed in Secticn 21 of the
Administrative Tribunals Act, 1985, the applicant was
‘given an opportunity to file additional documents, if any,
and to show that the application was within limitation,
- The applicant did file some additicnal documents, which

are all pertaining tc dates prior to the impugned order
Q_/l,a_(
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dated 19.11.1988. Though the appliceant has stated in
his épplication that the impugned crders are dated
6.3.1989'and D.C. letter dated 30,1.1990, these cannot
be taken to be the orders / communlcatlons against which
the relief is scught. Letter dated 6,3.1989 refers tothdf
the applicant s letters dated 12.1.1989 and 3.2 1.989 and /
the appllcant'was informed of the reply given in the
lettér dated 18.11.88. D.O. letter dated 30.1.1990 is
only @ reply to the applicant's leitér dated 1.12,1989
addresséd to the Director General of Civil Awiation. New
Delhi, and it is statedltherein that the applicant's
letter had been passed on té the_Deputy Director Generzl
of Civil Aviation who looks after Administration.

4 In his C.AJ, the applicant has stated on the
point of limitation that the application is within the
limitaticn prescr:.bed, and that after the temmatmn

of his service, tbe applicant continued to wylte various
letters and communications to the respondents for
regulafisation of his service, which matter has not been
given a final %ouch by the authorities till date. It ‘is
~ further stated that the respondents were served with a -
legal notice dated 29.3.1990, but they have not iesponded
to the same, and as such, the limitation period still
stands and subsists. ‘ |

5. The ccntentions of the applicant cannot be upheld
in law. Repeated representations do not havé the effect
of extending the limitation (GIAN SINGH MANN Vs, HIGH
CGURT CF PUNJAB & HARYANA and ANCTHER. - 1980 (4) SCG 266»
S.S, RATHORE Vs. SIATE GF MADHYA PBADESH - AIR 1990

S.C. page 10). From the abplicant's own statement in.

| fhe application, it is clea;,fhat'he did not serv; the
respondents . after 3l.l2.l984. It is alsc clear from

the documents filed by the applicamt that he had been

informed vide letter dated 18.11.1988 that he could not
o ‘



be regularised agalnst a Grcup 'D* post. Thus, the’
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cause of action against relnstatement, if any, commenced
from 1.1.1985, and the céuse of action for regularisatioh
commenced on 19,11.1988, His repiesentation against
order datéd 18.11,1988 was alsc replied to vide letter.

~ dated 5.1.1989, which was received by him on 10.1.1989.
There is no prayer for condcnation cf delay.

6. Sub=section (3) of Section 19 of the Administra-
tive Tribunals Act, 1985 lays down that where the |
Tribunal is not satisfied that the application filed
under Section 19 of the Act ibid is a fit case for
adjudication or frial by it, it may summarily reject

the applicétibn"after récordipg-its r;asons.

7. In view of the foregoing discussion, we are

of the considered view that the applzcatlon is not

' maintainable under Section 21 of the Admlnlstrative
Tribunals Act, 1985, as it had not been filed within

the limitation prescribed_therein. Accordingly, the

- application is rejected at the admission stage itself

as not maintainable.
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