
(1.14. 596 of 1996 

Counsel for the applicant 	..Shri 

Counsel for the respondents 	. . None. 

\\ 

ORDER 

Heard the learned counsel for the applicant. 

It appears that the applicant appeareO in the 

Departmental [xamin ation in connection with promotion 

to the post of J.T.09 held on 14th and 15th flarthn, 

1992, the results of.which were declared vide 

nexure-.A/1 dated 2rd Uctober,1992/. This 

application has been filed on 6.2.1996. The applicant 

has also filed 11.14.267/ 96 ror cononation of delay. 

The ground taken is that the application has oen 

filed for promotipn whichs recurring gffect and, 

accordingly, the delay should oe condoned. 

In view of the well settlad, decision 

in the.. case of S.5. Rathore vs. 
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of delay as made herein. The applicant has 

submitted representations. His 	é%-representation 

is dated 20.9.1993 14nnexure-14-6).1t. is stated 

that 	no reply was gen to him. In  that case the 

applicant had to apprOach the Triounal long before 

within oe yer against the final order and if 

any representation had, been rnade wtie year 

after expiryof six mon'ths' period,  This application 

has been filed beyond the period 	prescribed 

under Section 21 of the 14dministrative Triuunals I4ct. 
.- 

The leained counsel for the applicant 

relies on the decision 	in the case ur'd4uaramuOo1.n 

vs.tate of 14,p., reported in (1994) S 5CC page 118 

decided on 10.5.19941 This was a case against the 
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dismissal from sercice. The dismissal order was 

issued .pursut to departmental proceedinçs. 

in this case the Hon 'ole ipex Court. held that 

for computation of 1imitatin period, time [ 

spent 	in disposal of statutory review aid 

60 days more for •n-bti-ce under Sectiun 80, 4.c, 
should be ex*4ded. It is anply c1ar 	that the 

facts of this 	eCaS8 are totally different 

from the preseht apliCatQn which is a c se of 

promotion. This decision 	is of no assitanc 

to the aplicat. 

- .-- 	The learned counsl fr the applcent 

further rel-ics on the decision in the Case 

of .R.R.Gupta v-s.. Uni-onof India, reported'  

in AIR 1996 SC page-669, which is a case of 

fixation of.initial pay. The HOn'ble Supreme 

Court held that I  nonfixation 	being 

continuing wrong, question of limitation dos 

ot ar-is 1 	[vidently, the facts of the 

preeñt pplication its totally different 

and this decision also can be no assistanc 

to the applicant.  

.The appiica.tion is , summarily 

dismissed at th -.dmissin stae. 

'to
ZyPurlastha) 	- 

- Ilember 	 [iamoer(k) 
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