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Hon'ble Shri Justice V.Rajagopala Reddy, VC(J)
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■No.961/97:

r  Shri: R.K.Pruthi
Kalkaji
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\  1. Director General of
■  SFSports Authority of India,

"  ■ ' Lodhi Road,



p /.

-  c" !^: " . ■ " . ■ -V •" - " .. ■ ' i
,2. Sh. R.R. Bharti, Asstt. Directorj

SAI Barrack; No. 15/37 ,
;  National Stadium,

New Delhi.

^■ '^r 3'.. Smt. Geeta Sareen, UDC, RD(NSCC),
-  SAI, ■ I ;G. Stadium,

New Del hi-,110 002 .

/ "

•  Praveen Mai i k, UDC', SPES , SAI,
JiN. Stadium, Lodhi Road, .
New Delhi. ,

•

'5^-- V -t. 5. Sh. Paramjit,; UDC, SAI,
'• "- ' ' '; ■•■' i . - ki . i •> ^ _ii. _• ^J,. N. . stadium, Lodhi Road,

i^5S;i';V;65: :Shri , UDC , SAI,
."-'l-l.t-s'*, .p. *■ - A • • ^ ^ '• '.^ -i . . . ^ . . <,,, . . -^Central. Stp'^sV'fJ .N. Stadium,

|^f|?^||i;||Ptodhi;;Roacl||iNfew,jD^ ^
^  UDC, SAI,

, SA^;;^^ Lodhi Road,
■■New::Dplhi;piJ^^^

Smt ; vMadhu:5Chabbra,
<1 r " j;N;,/Staai!Ump Lodhi

|!||||i;,/;New,,bei b'i .
.  ,,,,.,.,..-';Ml^SiCBy/Shr ,

■ ■ ■
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Road,

Advocate)

ORDER fO

. . .Respondents
in al1 the above OAs.

rall

- ®y!r^MS Reddy: '\,

"S- - :■ ■• ;4'As. all the six above OAs involve the same

,  " " O "law, they are disposed of by this common

,:PK^;P,V .

i -"sir ■/

^  purpose of convenience, the facts

;  •' ' ' ! in OA No.961/97 are stated herein:

-r;
-P "Pv;"''j '• ." ' " . -

Wss§$iiyy^^^^
-  ̂ 23.9.1982,

2.1. The applicant was appointed as Lower
M- "-7; . " ■ ,^ •

Clerk of the Special Organising Committee on

to conduct the IXth Asian Games smoothly,

:  -Ihdi a ■■ '-'f/f or/.. s!

held at New Delhi , on a consolidated salary

per month. When the Sports 'Authority of

short SAI) came into existence, he was

■HP /^PP in the same post w.e.f. 1 .4.1984. The

■' ■ N ■
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grievance of the applicant is that /'the reVjWtdents
were- : applying the pick and choose policy in promoting

the -LDCs to UDCs as is evident from the fact that the

juniors to the applicants, Respondents No.3 to 8, have

been- :promoted earlier to the applicantfin the year

.  ■ ■

1992. Respondent No.2 has been appointed as caretaker

on , 13.10.1984 by-passing the applicant. The OA is

therefore filed seeking ,to give promotion to the
■  ■ • ■ ' d,

applicant following the same policy of promotion as

was followed in respect of the respondents who were

r-'i-.r-v:. juniors to.him,

.,:V >: ■ , ; ;• r
■rS''

V- ■•v^vV;' •• • . 'V
•• -

'vrA^K.

a: v-dd/;' Z- . ■ ■ ■
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"  3. . In the reply a preliminary objection has
■  ■ : X

been ./raised as regards the limitation. On merits it

is: admitted that as the committee was wound up on

13.3.1984, with grace of SAI all the employees working

.on ad hoc basis were appointed in 1984. The applicant

was appointed on 1 .4.1984 and he was at SI. No.13.

;"Two posts of Care Taker were available for appointment

as the Respondent N9.2 was one of the candidates,
i'l ̂ .T .-r / '

he was, appointed by the Selection Committee after

interviewing five candidates. The applicant did not

ques^on /the appointment of Respondent No.2 as a Care
w.'C.-'cd'-.".' " "d • " .

Taker/;- , The draft seniority list of LDCs and others

i

^  O"' 25.2. 1991 which has been revised and
f: ,.r- ■' , ; .

1 tX' X draft list was finalised on 22.1 1 .1991

.iff,'': 'v 11 : 1 s submi tted that the names of Respondents No. 3 to
r' •'■•I- .p I

:  ' f'®' are'shown-at '81. No.3, 4, 5, 6 , 20 ancT2.1.. .whereas
shown at SI.-- .Mv-? theXhame/of the applicant in this OA was

appl i cants ■ Were,/; junior to the .
■ „/ ■/ ■

X  ' and : 8/ though senior to

and 6. It was further averred that

•  Ro.csnrinrlQn^ M/-\ K q.-.,-) e ■ 4. _ . lJ _d
J-'T

j.i/ .f . No. 5 and 6 belong/to "the reserved category.
f-v",•iff',,'C •
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namely, the Scheduled Castes and were, theref<
promoted as UDC against reserved vacancies and- thus

■became senior to\ the applicant. The order of

3.10.1991 . was also filed at Annexure R-IV along with
the counter.

4. None appears for the applicants, in these

vcases, either in person or through counsel. Heard the

learned counsel for the respondents. Since all these

matters pertain to the year 1997, we are disposing the

O. i

same Jon ^^^m^ after consideration of the available

carefully Considered the 'grounds

in the OAs and the

by the learned counsel for the

:'y; } *" " . 1 imitatibn 'was '

Since the preliminary objection of

ion'vyas raisedj it has to be disposed of at the

The learned counsel for the respondents

t No.2 Has been promoted as Care

By that time, the applicant was

Has not questioned the order of:  'I-'--...:.-'.--../.. ..-o' ■ . ■ I , . . •

Respondent NOi2. It was also contended

LDCs- and others were circulated
I ■ • ? ' ■ ■

the respondents No.3 to 8
r, ' : {ji ' ' ! ' ■ - ' |- ' ■- - '

UDC. 'if the applicant found

No.3 to 8, have ̂  been prornoted earlier

i  filed the OA^within the period
from the date of the seniority list was

:  circulated-^. in Thus it is argued that the OA is
barred' by:limitation. In the OA it was not explained

r. How the/OA- i^^ within the period of limitation in
:  ,Paragraph-3; In the body of the application, in

.. . ,
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Paragraph-21 it was stated that the applicant had

previously filed an application before the Tribunal

'W but the same was allowed to be withdrawn with liberty
to the applicant to file afresh. No material in

support of this allegation has been filed. We have

perused the other OAs. Wherein also similar averments

have been made in the same para. In those OAs also no

^ placed either the number of the OA or the

orders allowing the applicant to withdraw the OA with

T-ii.'Vi/- In the absence of any such material it is
,  • \

possible for us to accept the averments made in

.  ' , Paragraph 21'.- No other reasons were given to explain

delay in filing the.OA. It h^also seen that no
ma has been filed to condone the delay either

'  :■
limitation starts from the

when' R-3 to R-8 hafe^been promoted. In view of
Igpjthese circumstances, the applicant cannot be said . to
|l|ghave explained limitation properly. However, the OA

.  , , ""s not w,"!thin the period of limitation as stipulated
of the Administrati■ive Tribunals Act, 1985.

7. . . In the circumstances, the OA has to be
;> dismissed on the ground of limitation itself.

®* ^be OA is also devoid of merit. We have
ig't# > . ; order dated 16.10. 1984 whereby Respondent

,1 has been promoted as Care Taker. It is clear
order that Board consisting of the Chairman

Member of AS(Stadiam) and another
'fife;!; Member of AS (Administration), considered .the

two.posts of Care Taker. It was stated

.Vih/ ^hat there were five, applicants for the said posts and

m
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an five persons were asked to attend the Intervie
After the interview of the five persons, three persons
have been selected. The SI . No. 1 and2 have been
appointed as Care Taker and the third person has been
kept as reserved in the panel . si . No.2, in the said
panel, is the'Respondent No.2 in this case. it is
therefore, clear that only 5 persons had applied for
the said post and Respondent No.2 being one of the
persons has been selected. We do not find any warrant
to interfere with the said order.

■  ; -

yf- y ■ *'

, 9. As regards the promotion to the post of
UDC, the learned counsel for the respondents brought
to our notice the seniority list which has been filed
as .Annexure R-3 to the counter. The said list has

/prepared in November, 199rand admi ttedTy ' i t has

■  The Respondents No. 3, 4, 7 and 8 are

.  ® seniors to the applicant
shown at SI. No. 17. the respondents No.5 and

^ ̂  e appeared at SI . No.20 and 21 of the said
a='"'Htedly juniors to the

cfsted 12.9.1991,

N0.3 to 8 is found at Annexure R-IV to

in OA No.963/97. From the said order,
>- ,i,s :seen that Respondent No.5 and 6, are promoted in

category. Hence they were promoted
the applicants. Since the applcants were

he cannot have any
.yife-iWrv-iiV.itvr.j;^ Qrievance over their promotion.

X
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0- In the circumstances, we do not -f'iTid^hy
substance to interfere with the orders of promotion of
respondents or to .rant any re,ief to the applicants
,n this OA. both on the ground of limitation as we,, as
on merits.

"• A,, the above OAs (OA Nos.96,, 963 to 967

. filKv';:

1997) are accordingly

circumstances, there shall be
dismissed, In' the

no order as to costs.

Ik CUJ^ ̂
O"'

:RAo/^Ky-'?''^
:t"

(SMT. SHANtA SHASTRY)
MEM,BER(A)
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