to the rank of Inspector £o. his juniars, He .18, also
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IN THD CENTRAL ADMIMIST.ATIVE TRIJUNAL

o
PRINCIPAL BERNCH
NEW DEcHI.

JeAe No. 1141791 . Date of decision 26-3=55

!

Hon'ble Shri NeVe Krishnan,fcting Chairman
Hon'ble Smte.laksnmi Swaminathan, Memoer (1)

Shri Baldev Singh Palta
s/o late Shri Rajinder Nath,
R/o B=2/1, P«5. Defence Colany,
New Uelhi,

‘ eee Rpplicant

(None Tor the applicant) -
VS.-

1. Union of India, .
through Sscretary, Govt,of India,
fMlinistry of Home Affairs, New Delhi.

2, The Lt,Governor of Délhi,
through the Chief Secretary,
Delhi Adwmn,.,Delhi.

3, The Commissioner of Police,belhi
Delhi Police Headguarters, 90 Bldg.,
‘ «eo Mespondents
(By Advocate Shri Amresh Mathur )

OR D E R (UHAL)

(Hon'ble Snhri N.v¥. Krishnan, Acting Chairman )

“

The applicantlan'InSpectnr belong to the

Delhi Police is aggrieuéd by the fact that his name
was not included in the promotion list 'F'{txecutive)}
WeBofs 31.8,73 wnich resulted iﬁ granting promation
aggrieved by thg :fact tnat:subsequentlnmis juniors

were re-considered for inclusion in that list and

-given promotion and seniority.&ccordingly, he has

filed this Qﬂlseékirg the following directions:-

(1) - That the name of the applicant be
included in the promation list 'F!
(Executive) weeuf. 31.8.73 and he be

v deemed to have been praomoted as
Inspector of Police from the dats fron
which the juniors were so oromoted;
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(ii) The aoplicant be further deemed to

o have been promoted as Asstt,Commissioner
of Police Delhi from thes date nhis

, “juniors were so promsted as AC.P an

. -the basis of the deemcd seniority .T
promotion List 'F' (Executive) and
promotion as Inspector of Police,™

'

2.  Respondents have filed reply deaying . |

this claim. It is stated that in reality, the applicant

is challenging the list 'f' prepared in 1973, It is

. . . case
] - . N LR
further stated that the applic antywas considered

by the DPC in 1973, and he was not found Fit
for inclusion in the list 'F', Itis true tnat)
’supéaquenfly)the case‘qf,ceftain officers as msntionzo
py the appliﬁant were reviswed and they wero

iAcluded in the list 'F! of 1973, & similar revisu
was mad@ in respect 5? applicant also.He was

however admitted to promwtioﬁ list fF' Welo T e
12.5.1981, He was alsp promoted as Inspector
(Bxecutive) UeBaTe 26410,1981. Thé\applicanu did
not raise any grisvance at that time, In the
circumstances'respondents concend that the JA is
barred by limi fation . -
3, ‘ We have carefully consicversd the matter,
Admittedly, inclusion in the list'F! isjpne—
requisite for promotijn;as IﬂSpBCtaé.‘fIf the
aﬁplicant had any grisvancs agd nst his non
inclusiaon of his name in fha aromotion list 'F!
in 1973ﬁhe shaﬁld have égitated.the matcer at tha
boint of time.
4, ~ Likeulse if as admitted by the respandents
- = ub »
the'caséymﬁ‘same atherlgnspectors weTe subseguently
reviewsd, and their name were includsd in the list

F1 of 1973 and the apslicantsname was omithad. it
N 3
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was again open to him to chalienge this acii-n at

time i,=.1979. h ‘ ’ ' y
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5, Finally, the @pplicant's name was included in the

A

list 'F' only on 12,5,81 and he wss promoted as Inspector

AN v
(Executive) only on 26410,1981. He couldjhad a grievance
even thﬁn'uhen many of his juniors had been promoted

W

earlier, E&ven then he remained qui€L~ Further, the
appiicaht has failed to file any rejoinder to the raeply
filed by the respondents containing these averments, That

[ r

would amountladmiSsion af these submission.

¢
A, We are of the view, that cause of action of the
!’ ) : C£ . .
applicevsn had arisen long before Administrztive Tribunal
Act was enacted snd a2t any rate, arose before 1.11.1382,
\ :
In the c ircumstances, 0,4, is beyond our jurisdiction in
terms of section 21 of that dct and accordingly it is
i ’ .
dismissed, e
) (0 —
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