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Applicant impugns respondents’ Memo dated
6.4,92 (Annexure-n) rejecting his rep resentation
and claims notional seniority as Field 0fficer

(Language) redesignated as Interpreter with effect
from June, 1979,

2. pplicant commenced service in Ray as a py,
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Fo0( Languages) redesignated as asstt., Intermpreter
in chinese 1anguage ON 4,6,73. From thaere the
next higher level is that of Intempreter, which
is filled up by Direct Recruitment, Promo tion,
Deputation or re-amployment, with fixed
percentage Ffor promotion, 6 years® regul ar
service as Asst. Inter preter is essential, which

spplicant could secure only on 3,6,79, Meanwhile

" on 118.78 respondents issued a Memo for holding

written exam. and viva for making direct recruitment
to the post of Intempreters fpplications were
invited from eligible and qualified departmental
candidates by 20,9,78, Adnittedly zpplicant

was esligible and qualified to sppear in that

written exam, and respondents adnit that the

said Memo was not sent to the Unit where spplicant
was at the time posted as a result of which he
could not appear in the written exam, held in

March, 1979 which he claims lost him tuwo ‘yearc'
seniority as Intermpreter, won his eventual

promo ticn as such in 1981,

3. ppplicant filed a rep resentation for promotion
as Interpreter on 10,12,60 yhich was replied to on
762481 (nnnexure~a1). Applicent’s cause of action
therefore arose on 74281 and is severely hit by
limitation and outside this Tribunal *s jurisdiction
in tems of Section 21(2) (a) A.T.Acte NOo dowbt

he submitted several representations thereafter
which were replied to on different dates, the last
reply being the impugned Memo dated 6.4.92, but it is
settled in 5,5,Rathore Vs, State of M,p, 1989 (119)

ATC 913 that repeated unsuccessful representations

not provided by law & not enlarge the periedof
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limitation, 15

4, : Thét epart, sven if gpplicent was not able
to sppear for the uritten test held in March,

1979 for direct recruitment to the post of
Intempreter because of respondents? acts of
omiseion/commission, it does not necessarily follow
that he wuld have been selected for gppointment

in competition with others to enable him to

cl aim notional ssniority retrospectively.

Se ppplicants?! counsel auring the course of
hearing also contended that gpplicant could

have been p romoted as Intermp reter against a vacant
post that became availsle in Sep tember, 1979 after
he had acquired the eligibility qualification of
six years' regular service as Asst. Intempreter,
but there is no categorical assertion either

in the 0A or in the rejoimder of any vaceney of
Interpreter in Chinese Language which could have
been filled up in September, 1979 by p romo ting the
applicant after the initiation of direct recruitmen:
for filling up these posts on 11.5.78, particul arly

when there was no separate promotion quotas

6. In this connaction, we notice that
aplicent was eventually promoted as Interm reter

in 1981.

p In the result the OA warrants no in terferen ce

It is dismisseds No costse
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