OPEN QOURT

CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL
ALLAHABAD BENCH ALLAHABAD,

" —

Original Applicatiocn No,1516 of 1998,

Aallghabad this the O4th day of December 2003,

Hon'ble M3j Gen K.K. Srivastava, a.M
Hon'ble M,A.K. Bhatnagar, J.M

Lalit Prekash

TeGeT

Ordnence Factory, Inter College,
Muradnagar, District Ghezibad.

sessseeshpplicant,
(By Advocate : Sri Narendra lMohan)

Versus.

1. Urion of Indie
throuch the Secretary
Ministry 6f Defence
Covt. of India, Sena Bhawan,
New De lhi.

2e I'he Chairmen
Urdnance Factory Boord
10 A, Khudi Rem Bose Roed,
Calcutta.

Se Ihe Genercl lenager
Urdnence Factory Murddneger,
District Ghazicbad.

4, The Principal
Urdnence Faclory Inter Collegz,
Urdnancs. Factory Murednager
District Gheziebad.

# e ea OIESPOndentS-

(By Advocate :Km. S Srivastava)

CRDER

(By Hon'ble Msj Gen K.K. Srivastava, A.M)

In this O.A. filed under section 1¢ of Administrative i

iribunals Act 1985, the applicent has prayed for

direction to respondents to promote the applicant w.e.f.
15.02.1980 i.e., the date from which he was eligible

for the post of T.G.T and . person junior to him was

\,




-
promoted. Applicant has further prayed for direction to

fix the pay scale accordingly w.e.f. 15.02,1980.

b

2 The facts, in short, are that dpplicant "‘Gﬁs joined

the respondent 's esteblishment as Primary Teacher on 03.01.1972

With due permission of respondents, he passed B.A. in 1978

and also passed B.Ed in 1979. The D.F.C. for promotipn

to the post of T.G.1. was held in October 1979, 1he

grievance of the dﬁpliCdnt is that his cdse hdas not been
hmwm

considered ahlecgally beceuse once he submitted all the

due certificates his case should have been considered.

3. We have heard counsel for the parties and perused

the records.

4. Ihe applicant has claimed for promotion w.e.f.
15.02.1980 the date o'f‘;_rv.-_hich one Smi.Sushma RKeni was
promoted as T.G.1. The applicent was subsequently

promoted as [.G.1. in 1984, The argument. of the applicant
is that he kept on representing the respondents but since
no final decision was taken on his representaticn he had
no option hut to approach the Tribunal, We are not inclined
to accept this argument, The cause of acticn arose to

the applicant in Feb, 1980 when Snt. Sushma Rani was
promoted. Even if we accept the date of first representation
dated 17.03.198C for limitaticon purpose‘.{ we have no
hesitation to observe that the G.A. is grossly time barred
under section 21 of Administrative Tribunals Act 1985,

LS
Ihe controversy is regarding promotion orderel .ufh‘i Feb, 1980 »

The Centrel Administrative Iribunal came into existence

e
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in November 1985. Under Sectien 21 (ii) (a2) of Administrative

Tribunalﬁhﬂct 1985.51s0, the cases pertaining te centroversy S

which jrose 3 yéErs before the existence of this Tribunal
\ w A
i.e. pXEEaﬂée November 1982 are only acmissible.Bince the
controversy in this O.A. pertains to year 1980 i.e. pricr

to Nevember 1982 this UsA. is not mainteinable.

Se In view of the above, the U.A. is dismissed with

no order s to costs.

by

Membe r-J Member-A.

Mznish/~-
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