
' IN THE CENTRAL AD.MI~~ISTRATIVE TRI3UUAL, JAIPJrt 3E'L';'.rf, 

J A IP JR. 

O.A. No. 1136/92 D•te of Orrler: 21.7.93 

R .K. EAHAVAR Applic•nt. 

VERS~JS 

UT'JION OF INDIA 0c ORS Respon:lents. 

Mr. J .K. K•ushik . . :ounsel for the •pplic•nt • 

v~. Manish 3h•nd•ri . • c:ounse 1 for the re~pon:=:ents • 

Hon 'ble 1"'.r. Gopal Kirshn•, Judicial Member 

Hon 'ble Mr ... O.P. Sh«rm•, Administr•tive NerRber 

PER HO~'SLE MR. O.P. SH~\Rr.".A, ADMINISTRATIVE 1-El·-:BER: 

Heard. The le•rned counsel£ or the p-.rties h•ve 

•greed th•t this petition be decided •t th~ ~t•ge of •dmission. 

2. A letter cont•ining some ~averse rem•rks in the ACR 

of the •PPlic•nt for the year ending 31.3.91 w•s s~rved on 

the applic•nt on 10.3.92. The •~plic•nt submitted• 

represent&tion •g&inst the •dverse rem•rks on 4.5.92. 

According to the le&rned counsel for the •~plic~nt, the 

applic•nt h•s not received any communic•tion fron the 

respondents to the represent•tion m•.de •g•in:3t the .averse 

rem•rk~. In their reply, the respondents h•ve st•ted th•t 

the represent•tion •g~inst the -.averse rem•rks should h-.ve 

been m~de within JMperiod prescribed in the letter cofll!Tluni­
~ 

c•ting the -.averse rem&rks. Hence, the r~present•tion 

should not be considered. 

3. There w•s an e&rlier letter dated 7 .6 .91 oy which it 

we.s 9ro·;-iosed to communic•te the -.averse reme.r~ to the 

e..pplic-.nt. In this letter1 a time of 7 de..ys w•s allowed for 

submitting the represe.nt•tion •g•inst the adverse rem•rks. 

However, it w•s this l('tter which w•s eventu&lly seirVl!d. on 

the applice..nt on 10 .3. 92. It is by re•son of the tinte 

mentioned in this letter d•ted 7 .6 .91 th•t the respondents 

h•ve argued th .. t the ;r:-epr~.sentw.tion «g•inst the e.dverse 

remarks should he.ve been submitted within a weak. 
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4. Admittedly, the letter dated 7 .6. 91 w•:s served on 

the ii.pplic•nt •s l•te il.5 10.3 .92. The period ~entioned 

therein for submitting the representation, therefore, hil.d 

• 
no me«ning. We «gree th•t the represent•tion against the 

•dverse rerna.rks :should be submitted within • re•son-.ble 

time, reg&rdless of wh~ther there is •ny time prescribed 

for submitting represent•.tion or not. However, in this 

c•se, the represent•tion h•s been submitted within • period 

of less th•n 2 months from the date of receipt of letter 

communic•ting the adverse remarks. This time t•ken by the 

&pplic•nt c•n by no me•ns be s&id to be unre-.son•ble. 

5. . we direct th•t the respondents should examine the 

represent•tion of the •pplice.nt on merits •nd t•ke • 

decision thereon within • period of three months from the 

d•te of receipt of this order. 

6. The O.A. h•s been disposed of •ccordingly, with 

no order -.s to costs. 

( o.P. G"~A· l 
Administrative .z.:ernber 

CrkiM 
( GOPAL KRISHNA ) 
Judici-.1 :r.~mber 


