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We have heard the applicant in person.

The case is barred by limitation and no'
satisfactory explanation for the delay :in 1
coming to the court is available except that
a final answgr by the respondents has been
given to him on 5th December, 1990 which is
in reierence to his representation dated 7th
i‘dovembef, 1990, #xe perusal of the |
representation of 7th November, 1990 shows

that he had made representations earlier on

4th January, 1988, 25th May, 1988, 10th Novembe r,
19838 anc  18th January, 1989. The Hon'ble
Supreme Court has clarified that the clock

of limitation starts clicking from the date . i
when cause of actjon arose and not from the
cdate when the repre sentatio'n7:made, is* finally
decided by the competent authority. The
applicant should wait only for six months and
come to the court. Repeated represe atations

do not.extend the limitation. In the ,ma_c.eface
of specific provisions made in the Central
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Administrative Tribunals Act, the application

is, therefore, barred by limitation and.

.

dismissed accordingly. \
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