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JUDGEMENT (ORAL)

The applicant in this 0.A. filed under Section
19 of the Administrative Tribunals Act, 1985, contends that
he was appointed as Peon in the office of Superintending
Engineer, Delhj Administration, Circle~I, C.P.W.D. W.e.f,
7.10.1963, 1n Pursuance  of  circular dated 8.4.1964
(Annexure A-3) from the office of Superintending Engineer,
Delhi Central Elect, Circle No.l,C.P.w.D., New Delhi to the
effect that some vacancies of LDCs have fallen vacant in

\

that circle, (E;é applications of qualified candidates for

the post of LDCs from Class-Iy (Regular), having mininum

speed of 30 W.p.m. were invited,
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2. It is the case of the app]ica{ﬁ;n that he

applied for the same and he was selected and thereafter

offered the appointment to the post of LDC which he joined

on 24.11.1964. The memorandum dated 16.11.1964 (Annexure
. AL”

U Lafle
A-5) in connection that- the above offer shows that the post

offered to the applicant was purely temporary post and that

. 'LIQL ,

he was on probation for a period of 2 years, andj gnother
conditionsmentioned therein. He, however, was reverted from
the post of LDC to that of Peon by memo dated 14.10.1965%
(Annexure A-6). He was again promoted as LDC on 23,11.1968
but a copy of his promotion has not been brought on record.
The applicant has prayed that the ™the period of arbitrary
reduction-in-rank  from 14.18.1965 to 28.11.1968 be
hotionally repeated as Lower Division Clerk for the purpose
of seniority and giving continuity in service to the post of

Lower Division Clerk."

Notice was issued to the respondents byt none
appeared though served, We have carefully perused the

material placed by the applicant, Particularly on the

maintainabi1ity of this 0.aA,.

3. The applicant can get the relijef pPrayed for
only if either his reversion order from the post of L.D.cC,
to the post of Peon passed on 14.16.1965 js quashed, or he
is deemed to have worked continously on the post of L.D.C.
even during the period fronm 14.10.1965 to 28.11.1968. In
the first case the applicant should have assailed the order
of reversion Within the Prescribed period of 1imi£a£ioéﬁfﬁe
Cause of action C8% accrued in this respect on op after

C..
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14.10.1965. In the other case, he should have approached
the competent Court on or after 23,11.1968 when he is said
to have been repromoted to the post of L.D.C. The only
representation which has been placed on file as Annexure A-7
in this regard is dt. 7.11.1991 i.e. after more than 20
years of the cause of action having accrued to the
applicant. The rejection of such a representation by
memorandum dt. 3.12.1992 (Page 9 of the paper-book) cannot
becéggen'a fresh cause of action under Law, particularly for
the relief prayed for in this 0.A. Thus, the 0.A. is not
only hopelessly barred by Timitation, the Tribunal has also
no jurisdﬁctiOﬁ:in the matter as the cause of action accrued
prior to 3 years-'ghéﬁzz;z into effect of the Administrative
Tribunals Act, 198E~'%:-k;;ovisions of sub-section(2) of
Section 21 of the Act ibid. The 0.4, is accordingly
dismissed as not maintainable at the admission stage itself.
M o
(J.P. Sharma) (P.C. Jain)
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