IN THE CENTRAL AIMINISTRATIVE TRTRINAL
PRINCTPAL BENCH: NEW DELHT

0.A.3036/91 Date of decision:4.5.92
V.8 Aaggarwal -« Applicant.
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Union of Tndia
£ others .. Pespondents.
&h.R.L.Bhatia -+ Counsel for the applicant.
Sh.P.H.Ramchandani .. Counsel for the
réspondents _
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The Hon'ble Sh.Justice Ram Pal Singh, Vice—
Chairman{J}
The Hon'ble Sh.T.P.Gupta, Member(A).
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(Deliverad by Hon'ble Sh.T1.P.Gupta, Member(A) )

In this application, filed U/s 19 of
the Administrative Tribunals M, 1985 the
applicant has requested for issue of directions
to the respondents ‘to consider the case of the
applicant for promotion to the post of
Scientist, firstly in 1983-24 as well as in the
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vear 1988 and for giving  him consequential
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The learned counsel for respondents

raised the preliminary objection of limitation.

The learned counsel for the applicant
has argued that his representation was rejected
by a non speaking orﬁer in December, 1288 and a
revision appeal to the President under Rule 29
of the C.C.A. PRule was filed, but no reply has
been received so far. The representation having
been rejected in December, 1988 and a revision
petition in such a case being not a statutory
provision especially because no  appeal was
filed, according to the applicant's own
acmission, within the stipulated peried and a
¥ revision petition is to be entertained by
the authorities as specified under Rule 29 of
thé C.C.A. PRules either on his own motion or by
calling for records of any inquir%}ﬁ't' in this
case no such revision petition by the applicant
.was statutorily required. The contention of the
learned counsel for the applicant that his
revisie.n petition has been pending for long and,
therefore, the question qf limitation does not

arise, has no force. -




The’ promotion relates to the period

1983-84 and Jamnary, 1988 and his application

having been rejected in December, 1988, the case
is obviously barred by limitation. Mere making

of repeated representations which PN not
statutorily mandated does not have the effact of
extending the period of limitation.The
application also does not show sufficient cause
for condonation of delay. It is, theréfore,

dismissed as barred by limitation with no order

as to costs.
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