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& CENTRAL ADMINISTRRTIUE TRIBUNAL S PRINC;PAL BENCH.

New Delhi this the day of 26th April, 1994.

Shri Justice V.5. Malimath, Chairman.
Shri P,T, Thiruvengadam, Member (A).

H+K, Bansal,
5/0 Shri Naphu Ram Bansal,

g/gt2l/217 JElesh Colony see Petitioner.
ghta ,

By Acvacate Shri G.K. Aggaruwal.

Versus.

Union of India

" Through the Secrstary

- Ministry of Communication,
Sanchar Bhawan, 20 Ashoka Road

New Delhi®110001. ceen - Respondent,

By Advocate Shri M.L, Verma.

ODRDER (ORAL)

Shri Justice V.S, Malimath,

The petitioner, Shri H.K, Bansal, started his gazetted
career as 3ssistantTExecutive'Engiﬁeer (Ciuil) in P&T
Oegpartment on 27.9,. 77. He came to be given adhoc p;omotlon
as Excutlve Engineer on 15 4, 82 and reverted dn 6.7, 1983,
He was given ret*ospectluc promotion aon regular basis by order

dated 21,5.1984 Wegefe 14.2,1983, The Petitioner has -

approached this Tribunal yith this application Filad on

T4.3.1989 in uhich he has prayed that the date of his adhoc

- Promotion may he ante-dated to 27,9, 80 and the date of hlS

’

regular promotion be ante=dated tg 27.3.1981 and for

consequential benefits,

2e " The case of the petitioner is that he came to knoy

on reading the arfidayit filed by the respondents ih;T-dB?/éG

that some Promotions yere accorded by reducing the eligibility

n/servlce of 5 years to 3% years in exerclse of the powers
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of relaxatlon in fa VOur oF certain Excutlue Engineers

N those
scmetime in the year 1977, It is his case that/uho got
promotion on the strength of such relaxation of the service
.qualification, they are some oF'his batchmates.. He,
therefore, complains of discrimipation and contends that
when relaxation was granted in favour of his batchmates,
there is no good reason to pick and choogse the petitioner

for a different treatment for nof granfing the same relaxation

in his favour for the purpose of promotion,
. - ‘ — R
3, We woule like to say &% the first instance that we .

have no jurisdiction to entertain the grievance of the

petitioner as the cause of action had accrued three years

prior to'the'eétablishment of the Tribunal., The cause of

action accrued ;n the year 1977 uhen re;axation was giVen

in'Favour of other batchmates of his uhen,such relaxation

uas'ndzigranted in his.éavour, ‘That having happenéd in

ih the year 1977, we have no jurisdiction to entertain the

griesvance of the petitioner. The petitiéner has.Filed‘an
application for condonation of delay stating that he uwas

not ayare of the relaxation made by the réspondents in

favour of hié batchmates and that he came £o know about

i? only after such a stand was taken in the affidavit filed

by the respondents in T-487/86. It is not sasy to believe

the St;tement oF_thé Ppetitioner. The petitioner, uhé is

a responsible of ficer, would have certainly knouwn that

uhis batchmates did not have to their"credit S yeargeligibility

service and:that they yere promotedAoﬁly after relaxing

the seruice.qualificatioﬁ.- Besides, on further scrutiny,

we find that Shri H.5, Sharma ~against whom he complains of

discrimination, did not really belong to his batch but

belonqe&to early batch and thexe is no substance 1n this

Q/Subm1381on either,
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4a Apart Ffom that as none 0% the petitioner's juniors
have been given the benefit of relaxation, the petitionsr
cénnbt make thé griévéncs'of discrimination, ?érsons
senior to the petitioner\uould certainly stand as a
separate class., Besides, the questi&n as to whather

the relaxation -should be accorded or not depends upon

the FactuélAsituation and the preséing needs of the
administration. The respondents have stated thaf.they

came ta grant relaxation as there was dearth of candidates
cadre of

for according promotion to the/Excutive Engineers., Ue

ses no ground to accept the plea of discrimination. Hence,

this petition fails and is dismissed. No costs,

2. ). At

(P.T. THIRUVENGADAMN) (VeSe MALIFATH)
MEMBER () " CHA IRMAN
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