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IN THE CENTRi\L i\.DMINISTRA.T1VE TRIBUNi\.L, J:z\.1PUR BENCH, Ji\.IPUR •. 

Dl\TF. O~ ORDF.R: 7 .l2.?.00l 

1. o:n.. NO. 336/96 with MA. No. 278/96 

Nathilal son of Shri Daulatram resident of 57/3 TTV Line 

JaipuI:' l<.ent at present worl<.ing as store Keeper in MF.S, 

Jaipur. 

2. o:n.. No. 337/96 with MA No. 279/96 

Jais:Lngh son of Shri Ruldaram resident of s-Ll l, Kumawat 

Colony, Jhotwara, Jaipur at present worl<.ing at Meter 

;Reader in the office of GF., MF:S, Khatipura Roac'l., Jaipur • 

• . • • l\pplicants 

1. Union of India through the secretary, Ministry of Defence 

New Delhi. 

2. The Engineer in Chief, Head Office 

Head Quarter, DHQ, New Delhi. 

-Kashmir House, l\rmy 

3. Head Quarter, Chief Fngineer, southern Command, Pune 

4. Chief Engineer, MRS, Jaipur Zone, Jaipur. 

5. Command Works Engineer, MES, Jaipur. 

6. Garrison Engineer, MES, Khatipura Road, Jaipur • 

Mr. V.K. Mathur, Counsel for the applicants. 

Mr. Gaurv Jain, Counsel for the respondents. 

CORAM 

• • • . Respondents • 

Hon'ble Mr. S.K. Agarwal, Member (Judicial) 

Hon'ble Mr. A.P. Nagrath, Member (l\dministrative) 
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.ORDER 

PER HON'BLE MR. A.P. NAGRATH, MEMBER (ADMINISTRATIVE) 

The. cause of a,ction been -common in these two . OAs, t,hese 

are being disposed-of by this common order. 

2. The applicants claim _that they are senior to Shri 

Chhatardas Sant. The said. Shri Chhatarda~ Sant was promoted to 

.HS Grade II on 15.10.84. The prayer of· the applica,nts are that 
- I 

respondents_ be dir~cted to pay salary of the .HS Grade II w.e.f. 

the.date their·junior,-sh.ri Chhatardas Sant, was- sc;i promoteq. 

- -

3. It is clear that applicants are ·claiming 'relief w. e. f. 

1,5 .10. 84 and this applic~tion. nas been £iled in the year l99n. 

The- applicants have clai!fted tJ-ia.t these appli'c;:i_tions are within 

limitation period as , prescribed u/s 21. ·of the Administrative· 

-Tribunal's Act, 1985 • 

. 
' 

·4. We are unable to appreciate how thes.e OAs are within 

limitation period, as presc'_ribed u/s 21 of the Administrative 

Tribunal's Act, 1985. The cause· of action admittedly has arisen 

on 15 .10·. 84 when their alleged junior was promote~ as HS G:r-ac'!e 

II. The learned counsel ,f9r the applicants stated 'before us. that 
" 

the ~pplicants have been representing from time to_ time right 

from the year 1985 but there- has been no response from the 

departme1:1-t. 

5. Section 21 of the Administrq_tive· Trihunals (\ct provides 

that! the government servant who has legitimate claim should 

·immed,iately agitate for the· same aga±nst the ndverse order 
I ' 

again~t him and on getting-the ·final order or within a period of 
I • . 

one year after .the lapse of 6- r;nonths· from· the date of 

representation to which no l:eply has 'beep received, he must 

approach the Tribunal for redressal of his grievance. 

6. In s.s~ Ratho;::-e' Vs. State of M.P., AIR 1990 SC, it has 

been made - very clear that representations do not extend - the 

_period of limitation. 

. Y. .. ~. 3/-
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7. ·In 'Bhoop'singh Vs. Union. of India,,;z\IR 1992 SC 1414, 1 it 
I \ I . I ,,. 

was held by Hon' ble ?uprerne .court that it ,is_ expecten of the 

Government Senfant who has legitimate claim to approach the 

Court. for the 
1 
rel.ief he seeks .w~thin .:~a reasonable period: This 

i~ 'lfe~essar~to avoid. dislo?ating the administrative ~et up. -The 

.impact;. on the adminis:trati ve set. up· and . on other empl'oyees is 
I 

' , ·,.strong reason the consideration of ,_13tale claim. 

I 

8.In u.T. Daman u Deu & Others Vs~ R.K. Valana, t996 (l) sec 
/ < • ' -

(L&S) 205, Hon'ble·Supreme Court held that the Tribunal fell in 

. patent. error in i;urshing as id~ . the question of limitation by 

observing that the respondents has· been making repres.entation 
' ' / 

from time to time an¢1 as. such the ,limi tatibn would. not ·come . in 

hi•s way. 

I. 

9. · On- the basis of pbove~· legal posi tlc;m, it is clear that 
' ' \ 

repeatedly representations do. not keep· the cause of action 
t .• 

alive. In .these case's, . the cause of action had arisen on 

15.10.84,when Shri ·Chhatardas Sant was promoted, to HS Grade It. 
I • 

If the applicants' were aggrieved, they. were required to press. 

the matter. within time .prescribed,from the date of this order. 

. 10. MAs have also- been filed ?Y 
condonation of delay on the ground 

the applicants,· seeking· 

that the · claim of the · 

applicants gives rise tq recurring' cause of. action. We do not 

f.ind this plea acceptablQe as promotion from one grade to another 

is on~_. time order·· and if any perso,n _feel a,.ggrieved ·with the 
-

ord~r; he _is reqµired _to cJ;;i-al.lenged. t!ie same within the time 

- prescribed linder section 21 of Administrative Tribunal's Act, 

1985. The submissions made in the M-A.s are tC?tc:i.lly devoid o~ 
. I 

merit and lia~le to he.rejected. The prayer made for condonation 

of delay'. in this two M:z\s is rejected ·and the MA. sj:.arids disposed 
I 

of accordingly. 
, 
' 

11.. These two OA.s ·are dismissea as hopelesssly time barr~d. 
' No order as to costs~ I. 

. (A.P. 6~\ fl~ ·· ( S .K. AGARWAL) 

MEMB~R (A) \ MEMBF.R ( J) · , 

I. 


