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Present ; None for the Applicant.

In the interest of justice, call on

5.4.1991.

JsL
{J.P. SH/\R14A)

(j)

10.

5.4.19Q1

(N.V. KRISHl^N)
fCAlBHR (A)

ctn - r/?/

for the

Heard 3hri Bhal^ Xne learned
counsel for the applioantP^nted that his
grievance is regarding the promotion of his
juniors in 1962, while the applicant was
promoted in 1975. who joined as a Computer
and promoted aS Investigator Grade II.
••fe have considered the submissions made by
the applicant and pe.rused tjie records Tie
main argument of the learned counsel is".that
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repre sentat ions by the department on 27th

December, 1990. ahe cause of action had

arisen in 1975 and the applicant should have

agitated this matter earlier. The learned

counsel also drev; ouf attention to

V.Karuppan Vs. Union of India, Full Bench

Judgement in T .A. 1009/86 to justify that

the Tribunal had considered cases notwithstand

ing the limitation provision made in

the Central Aaministrative Tribunals

Act. V.'e are of tj^e vi®w that the case

cited by th^ learned counsel is a Transferred

•AppTLication and in that case the limitation

provided in the Act was not considered.

That case cannot be the basis for extending

the period of limitation^ The applicant
should have come to the court much earlier.

The Hon'ble Supreme Court has clearly laid

dovin that in viav; of the specific provision
/

regarding limitation made in the Act, tiie
clock of • limitation starts clicking ^

from the date^ the cause of action arose.

Repeated representations do not extend the

period of limitation (3.3. R athore Vs.

State of Madhya Pradesh-1990 AIR SC P-IG) . In

the circumstances, the case is barred by

limitation and is accordingly dismissed.
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