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1. Original Application No. 330 of 2014 filed by the petitioner before the Central
Administrative Tribunal, Allahabad Bench, Allahabad (the Tribunal) has been
rejected by the order dated 30 May 2014 for the reason that satisfactory
explanation had not been given by the applicant to explain the inordinate delay
in approaching the Tribunal. The Tribunal, after noticing the contention of the
petitioner that he was not granted promotion from the post of Assistant Diesel
Driver to that of Shunter in 1997 though persons junior to him had been
promoted and that the petitioner had filed a representation to raise this
grievance in 2003 and then in 2007, found that the Original Application was filed
before the Tribunal only in 2014 without offering any satisfactory explanation for
the enormous delay in approaching the Tribunal.

2. Section 21 of the Administrative Tribunal, 1985 deals with limitation and is as
follows:

"21. Limitation--(1) A Tribunal shall not admit an application,--

(@) in a case where a final order such as is mentioned in clause (a) of sub-section
(2) of Section 20 has been made in connection with the grievance unless the

Downloaded from CourtKutchehry — https://dev.courtkutchehry.com/judgments/ramesh-chandra-appellant-hash-... Page 1 of 2



application is made, within one year from the date on which such final order has
been made;

(b) in a case where an appeal or representation such as is mentioned in clause
(b) of sub-section (2) of Section 20 has been made and a period of six months
had expired thereafter without such final order having been made, within one
year from the date of expiry of the said period of six months.

(2) Notwithstanding anything contained in sub-section
(1), where--

(a) the grievance in respect of which an application is made had arisen by reason
of any order made at any time during the period of three years immediately
preceding the date on which the jurisdiction, powers and authority of the Tribunal
becomes exercisable under this Act in respect of the matter to which such order
relates; and

(b) no proceedings for the redressal of such grievance had been commenced
before the said date before any High Court,

the application shall be entertained by the Tribunal if it is made within the period
referred to in clause (a), or, as the case may be, clause (b), of sub-section (1) or
within a period of six months from the said date, whichever period expires later.

(3) Notwithstanding anything contained in sub-section (1) or sub-section (2), an
application may be admitted after the period of one year specified in clause (a)
or clause (b) of subsection (1) or, as the case may be, the period of six months
specified in subsection (2), if the applicant satisfies the Tribunal that he had
sufficient cause for not making the application within such period."

3. All that has been stated by the learned counsel for the petitioner to explain
the enormous delay is that the petitioner had been filing representations. This, in
the opinion of the Tribunal, was not a sufficient explanation for approaching the
Tribunal with such inordinate delay. We agree with the reasoning given by the
Tribunal for not accepting the explanation offered by the petitioner to explain the
delay. The petitioner was not granted promotion in the year 1997. The Original
Application was filed in 2014 and the only explanation that was offered was that
representations had been filed during this period. Such a long delay cannot be
explained by merely stating that representations had been filed. The Tribunal,
therefore, committed no illegality in rejecting the Original Application filed by the
petitioner.

The writ petition is, accordingly, dismissed.
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