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IN THE CENTRAL ADM[NISTRATIVE:TRIBUNALJ JAIPUR BENCH, JAIPUR

O;A-NO-84/2000 - - ‘ Date of order: 11.4.2002

" M.A No0.66/2000 _ - o

Ram Karan Sharma, S/o SH.Kalyap Prasad Sharma,
working as Laboratory Attendant (Class 1IV), the
Inétitute of Hotel Management Catering Technology &
Applied Nutritioﬁ} Sikar Réad, Bani'Pérk, Jaipur.
...Applicant. |
Vs..

1.. The ~Institute of Hotel Management  Catering
Technology & Applied Nutrition, Sikar Road, Bani
Park, Jaipur, through its Chairman.

2. - The Prinbipal, Institute of - Hotel .Managemeht

Catering Technology & Applied Nutrition, Sikar Road,

. . Bani Park, Jaipur.

.. .Respondents.

Mr.Surender Singh ¢ Counsel for applicant
Mr.Amod Kasliwal - ‘ © ¢ Counsel for respondents.
CORAM:

’

Hoﬁ'plg Mr.A.P.Nagrath, Administrative Member.
. Hon'ble Mr.J.K.Kaushik, Judicial Member.

PER HON;BLE MR~A¥P.NAGRATH{ ADMINIT&ATIVE MEMBER.

This O.A has been filed seeking relief against the .
ofder of the disciplinary éuthority déted 18.8.84.
2. When the matter rwas taken. up>'for -arguments, tne’
learned counsel for the réspohdenﬁs, Sh.Amod Kasliwal,
pressed a preliminary objectioh on the ground of iimitation.;
He submitted that this application'has been filed almost
after’lé'years of the cause of action.. -
3. The‘learnéd couﬁsel for thé apélicant:brought to our

notice that he has filed M.A No.66/2000 with’the prayer that




_the delay of the matter be'condoned. The main ground giﬁh is

that the jurlsdlct1on of Central Admlnlstratlve Trlbunal as

- -~
-

"extended to the cases relat1ng to the employees of the
: he

Instltute of Hotel Managemet, only‘w e. f. l l 1999 and for
\
that reason, there was ‘no opportun1ty for the appl1cant to

agltate th1s matter before the rr1bunal prior to thls date.
We are not conv1nced by thls argument notW1thstand1ng that

" the ]urlsdlctlon of thS Trlbunal was: extended to cover the

-

Instltute of Hotel Management w e. £..1. l 1999, ‘the’ appllcant
I .

had not been prevented for seeklng legal remedles before the

approprlate forum whlch were avallable for the employees of

_th1s department prlor ‘to. thls date. Hav1nq-not done that,

7

‘there' is no force in the argument~ on _behalf‘ of the

'fapplicantT'lPY._thsi learned fcounseli" that he had--no'

s

opportunlty to seek legal remed1es before 1. l 1999.

4. w Another plea ralsed by the learned counsel for the

appllcant was that the appl1cant had submltted an’ appeal
5aga1nst the order of‘the dlsc1pl1nary author1ty well 1n.t1me_
l;er .on 29 lO 84 and he was maklng repeated representat1ons,
‘the sa1d appeal was dec1ded only by an order dated 25th
vJuly/l3th Aug l996 Agalnst th1s order, ‘he had flled a civil
'sult on 12 8. 99. On ‘an objectlon ra1sed by the respondents

'sregardlng jur1sd1ctlon of the c1v1l cour the appllcant hasA

~.

"f1led th1s O Al : ‘,': N f B oo o

5. We have perused the order of- the appellate authorlty

Ve

‘dated - 25 7/13 8. 96 (Annx. Al).-.‘he appeal has 'hot been

con31dered on merlts "and has been dlsmlssed as 1t has been\

'

-found-,to, be tlme' barred.--obv1ously,‘ this 'order of. the'

Ve

‘appellate authorlty does not g1ve rlse any cause of action.

\

Even acceptlng that the appllcant had submltted the appeal

on 20 lO 84 agalnst the order of +he dlsc1p11nary authorlty




o >

and'that he had' been making repeated representations after

© that,  thé law is well established that . repeated

/

.reptesentations; do not keep the cause of action alive.

Therefore, this application is hopelessly barred by time.

oo

6. 'We,. therefore, do not find any merit in the prayer

made in the M.A and the same is rejected.

7. In view of the order passed in the M.A, we dismiss

this O.A as hopelessly barred by limitation. No costs.

M crasia_ : Loym

(J.K.Kaushik) ' ] -~ (A.P.Nagrath)

Member (J) P . ' : | Membér (a).



