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ORDER (ORAL)

KON'BLE SHRI S.R. ADIGE, VCiA)

, , I RespondeiibS

Applicant has impugned xespondeuts' Memo

dated 14/21-6-1992 (Annexure A-1) and O.M. dated

4.9.1992 {Annexure A-3) and seeks a direction to

respondents to hold Review DPCs for the post of Senior

Translatioii Officer and Editoi-T ranslator held in

earlier yeai .~. and considex hxs name lOi prouuit j On i '

the same.

i



2. None appear®! for the applicaiit when the octsc-

was called out even on the second call. Shri P.H.

Ramchandani appear^ for respondents. As this is a

1993 ease which was fixed for hearing today with the

, on the clear understaiiding

that no further adjournment would be granted, we arc

disposing it off after hearing Shri Ramchandani and

perusing the materials on record.

In so far as promotion to the post of Senior

Translator Officer is concerned, our attention n«s

been invited to para-4.4 of respondents' reply wherein

it has been stated that the Statutory Recruitment

Rules prescribed for the post of Senior Translation

Officer (Russian/English) which existed prior to

10.3.84 (Annexure R-l) did not provide any promotion

clause for the post and, in the circumstances, the

cjuestion of promoting ai-'plicanb to the pOt>i, uf oenioi

Translation Officer (Russian/English) would have

arisen only after revision of the Recrujtment Rules on

23.2.1984 by which the promotion clause was

xiit Tuuinj-tru There is
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averment in the corresponding paragraph in applicant's

pe joXnder » flence trhe ap'p'lxCttnL. & oxtixm tw jiiux

as oenior Translabion officer (Tvussian/Engl ish ) ivith
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41 In SO far as applicant's prayer for promotion

as Editor—Translator is concernedj our attention has

been invited to the impugned order dated 14/21 —.t> —1992



wherein it has been stated that applicant was not
eligible for promotion on the recommendation of CPC
held on 27.4.1985 as he was promoted as Senior
Translation Officer only w.e.f. 10.10.1985 while ch«
Recruitment Rules require eligible candidates to have

five years regular service as Senior Translation
Officer (Russian/English) or eight years combined
regular service in the grade of Translation
Officer/Senior Translation Officer. As applicant did

iot have an7v
av' 5 sc-rvice a» oenioi

Translation Officer on the date when the BPC was held,

i.e. 27.4.1985, he was rightly held by respondents as

ineligible for consideration.

5. In this connection, applicant has himself

stated towards the end of para 4.23 of the OA that

Review BPCs should be held for promotions made in 1985

and 1991, but this OA has been filed as late as

G. 10.1993. Respondents ,.ovuj>>c-j oui x r.n.

Ramchandani has urged that this OA is hit by

limitatlon, and this objection prima facie is also

8»i s t a 1 n e d .
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reason to

fj-ifarfere in the OA, Xt is accoroinsxy uiomi.'^i.'rd. i.'O

u o L a .

' Smt. Lakshmi Sw-aroinathan ) TS.R.' Ad/ge)
Vice Chairman(A)


