IN THE CENTRA. ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL
PRINCIPAL BENCH: NEW DELHI

A
0.A. No.295 of 1994
MAs 442,443 of 1994
Date of Decision: 14th February, 1994

Hon'ble Shri:J. P. Sharma,member§3)
Hon'ble Shri 8. K. Singh, Member(A)

shri D. P, Jain

5/0 Late Kirant Chand Jain

C-211/4, Sidarth Extension

De«DsAos Flats '

NEW DELHI-110014 ' ‘ eeo Applicant

By Advocate Shri Subhash Chander Puri

VERSUS

Union of India

Through Superintending &ngineer

Delhi Central Circle 1

Central Public Works Department

I.P. Bhawan, I.P. Estate

NEW DELHI ' «+. Respondent

8y Advocate None

OR DE R(Oral)

shri J. P. Sharma,Member (J,)

The applicant has been wortking substantively

in the post of Sanitary Inspector with the respondents

‘and thereafter retired on superannuation on 31.7.1983.

The grievance of the applicant is that he also dischargsd
the functiomnsof the post of Care Taker vide order dated
16.11.1888 which is in the pay scale of #s.1350-2200 and

further we.e.f.28.6.1985, he also discharged the functions

of 3Senior Sanitary Inspector im.theipay .scale of d5,1400-2300.,

2, The reliefs claimed by the applicant is that a
direction be issued to the respondents to give promotiun
to the éppliCant as Care Taker wes.f. 16.11.1988 and
Purther a direction be issued to give him promotion to

t he post of Senior Sanitory Inspector in the pay scale
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DF F\So1400-2300 U.e’f. 28.6019890

3 ue havé heard the learned counsel for the applicant

at the admission stage itself and the MA.443/94 is for

condonation of delay.

4. In the matter for consideration of prémotion to the

appliéant tﬁa only conténtion of the learned counsel is
that he was made to officiate on the higher post, but
not’sucﬁ ogrder has been filed on recorde. The‘post of
Senior Sanitary Inspector has Pallen vacant due to
premature reﬁirement of'Shri Kuldip Singh ana ths
applicant was also asked -to look.after that post. In
the MA, the applicant himself stated that he had made
reﬁresentations before‘his superannuation in Qctoaber,
1990, December, 1991, Novemoer, 1932 and February, 1993.
There is no other ground meptionad in the MA to maxse
oyt a ground that the épplicant was prevented By
substéntial and reasonabie cause in approaching for a
judicial review of his case. The MA is only restricted
to mention of certain factual ppsition o% making
representations one after another. That by itsself,
does not make.out a reasanablg cause for condonation
of delay. The MA.443/94, ;therefore, qOes not sh6u any

reasonable ground and has no forcee

5 The learned counsel for the applicant also argued
that his case was also recommended by the Assistant

Engineer vide letter 4,6,1993. We have gone through
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the said letter. But this letter also doss not show
that the applicant, at any point of time, was promotau
either on officiating basis or on ad-hoc basis for the
post of Care Taker and Senior Sanitary Inspector. This
lettef of course, goe; to show that the applicant in
addition to hié own dut;es‘as Sanitary Inspector, has
also supe;vised the work of thg post of Care Taker as
well aSAOF Senio; Sani@a;y ;nspector. This does not
make out a case for his prumqtion to the post of Care-
Teker or.Sgniqr Saﬁ;tary ;nspector. At the most, the
applicant cugld.have claimed the allowances for the
post which he was . SO holding, either as a stpp-gap
arrangement or as a squrvisory.in-charge. The
allowances could have been claimed by the applicent
at the time when he uas_holding that post. Now, whsn
the applicant has already superannuatéd in July, 1983,
by lapse of time and.also bacauée he did not sought
jud;cial review in timaj 1f any right was available to

him, that stands lost.
Ge The application, therefore, is dismisssd in the

admission stage itself as barred by time and devoid

of marx
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8. K. Singh) - (3. P. Sharma)
Member (A) Member (J)
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