
DA No.67/98 Date of ,Order ; 19.4.2001 

l'~l.S. Kapeyor son of Late s.s. Kapoor, aged about 57 year:s, 

resident of H.No. HlA/131, Anuchhaya Colony, PO, Bhabha 

Nagar, Rawatbhata, Distt. Chhitoregaxh, at present employed 

on the post of Pharmacist in the office of RAPS Hospital, 

PO. Rawatbhata Distt~ ~bittoregarh. 

• •• AI?PL I CANT 

VERSUS 

1. Union of India, through Secretary to Govt. of 

India, Department of Atoraic Energy, Anushakti 

Bhav1an, CSH £•1arg, ~1:umbai. 

Deputy Secretary, Department of Aton1ic Snergy, 

• Medical Superintendent, 

RA.i?S Hospital, Rawatbhata, Distt. Chittoregarh • 

• • • RE:S!.P~)NOENTS 

Mr. J.K. Kaushik , counsel for the applicant. 

Hr. Vinit Hathur, counsel for the respondents ~~o.l &2 

Hr. Arun Bhansali, counsel for the respondent No.3 

Hon 1 ble ltlr. J'ustice B.s. Raikote, Vice Chairman. 

Honr ble i•1r.· A • .l?. Nagrath, Administrative Hember. 

(as per Hon'ble A.P. Wagrath) 

The applicant, while working as Pharmacist in scale 

of 1200-30-1440-EB-30-1800 was drawing pay of Rs. 1440/-
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and reached the stage of efficiency bar in 1992. His case 

for crossing i!:B was considered by the respondents every . 

year starting from the year 19.92 to 1996 as seen from 

.Annexure-A/1 to A/4 and A/11, and every time he was not 

allowed to cross the efficiency bar. He has filed. this 

application making a prayer for direction to the responde1 ts 

to review his case for crossing the said EB by ignoring 

adverse entries and ariy other adverse material • 

2 • ~>Jhen ·the case v1as taken up for hearing at the stage 

of admission it transpired that with the introduction of 

5th pay commis sian pay scales, the pay scale now granted to 

the applicant has no stC\ge of efficiency bar. To this extent 

the grievance of crossing the efficiency bar after on 1.1.96 

not survive. Learn~d ~ounsel for the applicant stated 

a·t the relief claimed is from the year 1992 and he sub­

'tted that not .cr-~ssing the efficiency bar gave rise to a 

ecurring cause of action. vie are not inclined to ~cce;p.t 

this co.ntention of the learned counsel. The cause of action 
1,.rhen 

arises,f;'tthe final order .is pas;:;ed, which in this case is the 

date, the applicant was not allQ-y.Jed to eros s the efficiency 

bar. Last such decision, prior to 1.1.96, was conl!.nunicated 

on 14.l0.95t cliillis application has D2en filed in 1998 i.e. 

much beyond the periOd of one year as prescribed in sub-

.Section \ 1) (a) of Section 21 of the Administrative Tribunals 

Act, 1985. Thus, this application is barred by limitation ai:-:nd 

is lia.ble to be dismissed on this -ground alone. 

3. we, therefore, dismiss this applico.tion as barred 

by limitation. No order as to costs. 

4~~. 
(A .P • N agrathJ 

Ad inn • !v:le mber 
(BZ.~~ 
J' ud l • 1-!e mber 
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