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Nsw Delhi, dated the 4th July, 1995

Hon'ble Shri N.v\Krishn3n, Vice Cheiman (j)
Hon'ble 3mt,Lakshmi Sv/afninatharij Member (j)

omt.pushplats Gulhani,
r/o 57 J 3FS ^ Gaut am . ipp artment s,
(Gautam Nagar)-^ Gulmohar

09 Ih 1-110049

(None for the- applicant )

Vs.

Union of India

1. Through the Secretary,
Ministry of forks and Housing,.
Mirman Bhawan, Delhi-llCOlo.

2. Through the Director General of rjorks^
Central public '.Jorks Deoartment,
Nirmaa Bhavjan, Nevj Delhx.

».. Respondents
UJone for the respondents )

ORDER (ORAL)

(Hon'ble Shri,M.V, Krishnan, Vice Chairman (.h)

.'.'hen this case was called out twice none

appeared for the parties. Hence 0..^. is being disposed

of after perussl of the record and pleadings.

It is-seen that the applicant has filed

MA 3295/91 for condonation of delay. The application

vas filed on 25'-7-»i99i. .ifter hearing bo'th the parties,

the OA was admitted on 12-9.91, subject to the point

•regarding limitation being dealt with at the final

stage, •
s.

3. The application is directed against the order

dated 25,-.4.1991 (/^nnexure B-1) in v.liich the competent

authority i.e. Directorate General, Central Public

.••:orks Department informed the Delhi Development

.. .applicant



-•-authority as follovvS:-

" The case of ,.3mt •pushpa Lata Gulhani
regard ing ĝiving her benefits of past
government service has been considered
carefully but since she has resigned
from Government service on domestic

. grounds ano hsr rosignci'tion was
accepted with efJect from 24.5.79(>\h)
she is not entitled to benefits of
past Government service,''

The relief saught is to quash the merao.and direct

the respondents to treat the applicant as having

retired from the Central Government on 24.5.79 and

grant him all benefits flowing therefrom on his

absorption in the Delhi Development /vulhciity.

4. On a perusal of 3295/91, it is seen

a-u . . •i>hat the opplicant sought voluncary retired from

sevvice v;,e.f. 24.5.79. It is seen the M-'-^ that

the applicant had made several representations to

the respondents from tim.e to time, the last one being

the 13~2"199i. praying that the applicant be deemed to

have been retired from Govt.service on her joining

the post in Delhi Development .nuthority^ '"ithout any

break in service, so as to enable the applicant to

get all the benefits of her past service in the

Central Government. This representation appears to

havevs been forwarded by the Delhi Development .authority

to the respondent i.e. Central .-ublic ..orks .department

and has been rejected by the impugned order .-.nnexure p-i

5. Thus it is -clear that the applicant's

resignation from Government service was accepted

v.'.e.f. 24.5.79 for taking appointment in the Delhi



-3-

Development .->uthcrity. In the circuras :ances the cause

of action .irose as fsr back as in 1979.

6. admittedly, repeated representations were made

the last one. being the 13.2.1991. It is now settled

law -that repeated representation do not extend the

period of limitation. Hence there' is a bar of

limitction. That apart, .in this case^ cause of

action arose long befor" the ,->dministr;;cive Tribunal
arJA,-

.'•^ct, 1985 come into force. Hence kijy^ly section

21.(2) of that act this has no jurisdiction

al.so

in the matter, 'Me are/ of the view that the

'--nnexure P,1 reply does not revive- ' this dead

issue . V/e are satisfied that the real claim

pertains to a cause of action v^nich arose on

24-5-79. That is beyond our jurisdiction.

7. Hence the 0 .A. is dismissed. |y

(Lakshmi Sv.'aminathan) .V .Krishnan )

Member (J) Vice Chai;:man (A)

sk


