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R,G, Plalik, .... Petitioner.

Versus

Director of Education
and another. «••• Respondents.
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CORAMs THE HON'BLE P!R. JUSTICE U.3. PIALIPIATH, CHAIRPIAN,
THE HON*Bl£ f^R. I.K, RASGOTRA, I*1EF!BER(A),

For the Petitioner,

For the Respondents,

,,,, None.

,,,, Avnish Ahlauart,
Counsel,

3U0GEWENT (ORAL)

(By Hon'bie Mr, Justice V,S, Raliroath,
Chairman)

None appears for the petitioner, Ws Avnish Ahlauat,

Counsel, is present on behalf of the respondents. Ue have

perused the petition and heard the counsel for the

respondents. The petitioner uas a Headmaster (twiddle School)

in the Primary School belonging to the Delhi i*lunicipal

Corporation, The school uas then transferred to the Delhi

Administration, It uas again retransferred in the year 1958

to the Delhi Municipal Corporation, At that time an option

uas given to the Headmaster like t'b« p etuition® t

^ remain in service ,of the Delhi Administration

subject t® protection of their pay as Trained Graduate Teacher,

there being no post of Headmaster(Middle School) in the Delhi

Administration. Jhe petitioner opted to remain on protection

of his pay as Trained Graduate Teacher in the Delhi Admini-

^ stration. It uas pointed out to us by the learned counsel
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for the respondents that subsequently sometiine in the year

ig'ID , the school was retran^ferred to tha Delhi Administration,

This brought about a situation where some of the colleagues

ef the petitioner uho did not remain with the Delhi Adminis

tration when the school was transferred to the Delhi Municipal

Corporation came back uith better positions to the Delhi

Admini^stration in the year 1970, It is this that gave rise

to the grievance which is Subject matter ©f this petition.

The prayer of the petitioner is that he should be restored as
/

Headmaster w,e,f. 4,11,1957 and on that basis accorded further

promotion as Vic© Principal in about the year 1977 and then

as Principal in about the year 1981 and for consequential

benefits. Virtually, the petitioner is claiming relief by

ignoring the events that have taken place, namely, the petitione:

exercising an option in the year 1958 to remain with the Delhi

Administration as a Tralnod Graduate Teacher subject to his

pay being protected. Once the petitioner exercised that option

voluntarily and chose:, to remain as Trained Graduate Tescher

yith the Delhi Administration subject to his pay being protectedi

he cannot thereafter claim any right osp' privileges uhich he

had earlier acquired as Headmaster (Middle School), That some

over
of his colleagues have stolen a tnaidi^he petitioner is attributddi

to vfortuitous circumstances. The petitioner has no legal right

to efface the effect, of the option which he had exercisod to

remain with the Delhi Administration in the year 1958 as a

Trained Graduate Teacher, Hence, he has to work out his right®
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on the basis that he continued as a Trained Graduate Teacher

with the D^lhi Administration from the year 1958 onuards.

He cannot,on the basis of the previous pest uhich he earlier

held as Headmaster (Widdle School),nou claim higher positions

as Vice Principal and Principal,

2, The learned counsel for the respondents is also right

in pointing out that the cause of action on the petitioner's

own showing have arisen in the year 1957-58,1970 and lastly

in the year 1981,, the petition filed in the year 1987 is

clearly barred by time by Section 21(2) of the Administrativ®

Tribunals Act, 1985, Hence, the petition is liable to be

1
dismissed on this short ground as uell,

3. For the reasons stated above, this petition fails and

is dismissed. No costs.

SRO ( I.K, RA^TRA ) ( U,S, PiALIMATH )
090992 nEWBER(A) / CHAIRMAN


