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Central Adidpistrastive Tribunal,Jodhpur Bench,
Jod hpur

Date of Order $22.3.,2001.

Qa+5,H0. 107/1999

Shri Om Prakash Sharma S/o0 Shri Rati Ramji Sharma, By
cagte Sharma aged about 55 years at present working as
B o R Gr.ITI, Telephone Exchange, Sri Garganagar R/0
Telephone Exchange Colony, Sri Gamganagar.

»s Applicant.

ver sus

*)& 1. Union of India through the Secretary, Telecowmimuini-
o cation Departwent, Sanchsr Bhawan, Sansad lHarg,
Hew Delhi.

2e Chief General HManager, Telecommnication Department,
Jaipur.

Divisional Engineer (4dmn), Telecomumnicztion
Departmant, District Sri Ganganagar.

Shri Ram Chapdra posted at €.T.5., Telecommunication
Department, Sri CGanganagaxr.

Shri Ram RKumar Jaguja posted at C.T.5. Telecomnmuni-

cation Department, Sri CGanganagar.

6. Snri P.S.3hekhawat, posted at C.T.5. Telecommunica-
tion, Departwent, Pllibanga, Dist. Srigamganagar.
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Hon'ple i .hlK.disra, Judicial Hember

ton'ble Mir. Gopal Singh, Administrative Hewber
P Pow GEw g

Fr. Kuldeep Mathur, Counsel for the applicant.
re S.KeVyasg, Counsel for tie respondents Ho. 1 to 3.
None is present for the respondents Ho. 4 to 6,
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Per ML oh.ileidara 3

The appliccarrt.haa £iled this application with the
prayer that the respormdents be directed to luplement the
judgement of the Hon'ble Suprewe Court reported in AIR

pronounced
1990 SC Page 1607 in its letter anmd spirit,/ in the- case
ot Direct Becruit Class-II Bigineering Officers association
aind the respondents be directed to proiucte tle petitioner
L* on the post of BJ.L R, Group IV taking into consideration
his ipnitial date of sppointient —ahd accordingly seniority

be asgigned to him over and above the persons Who were

junior to him and were wrongly prowoted.

2. dotice of ti® C.A. was given to the resgpondents who

have filed their reply to which no rejoinder was f£iled,

3. We have mmard the learned counsel for the parties

and have gone tixouwgih the case file.

4o Firgt of all,it wag argued by the learned counsel
for the respondents that the Ouhe Oof the applicant is
hopelessly time barred aid deserves to be rejected. The

Ay Representations of the applicant were disposed of from

)

time to time and repeated representations donot extend
the limitation. Therefore, the case of the applicant
deserves to be rejected on this ground alome. In reply
to tidse arguuents, the learned counsel for the applicant
submitted +that the‘c:ase of the applicant is not time
barred. The applicant had been making represeptations
after represzentation for implerentetion of the cited

judgewent which the resgpondents had to iuplewsit. The
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case of the applicent is otherwise meritorious and

therefore cannot be disposed of on the ground of limitation.

5. We have congidered the rival contentlons. In our
opinion, the case of the applicant is hopelesgsly time
parred. Yor implementation of the judgenent rendered by
Hon'ble the Suprene Court in the year 1990, the applicant
made a representation for the first time only in April
1997 and went on making representations after represen=-
tation. In our opinion, the applicant should have taken
appropriate tisedy steps tikely for implecentation of
tihe judgement or should have woved before the Eigﬁ'ble
Supreie Court for taking action against the respondents
for not implementing the juigewernt of the HOn'ble Supreme
Court. But, the applicant did not teake auny such step.
T;‘:is is a settled legel position thet repeated represen-
tations donot extend the lindtstlon for claiming +the

relief. If the representation made by the applicant

remained un-answered, the applicant should have woved
after e:xpiry of six wonths agalnst the respordents,wuaich
action also the applicant had not taken. In view of this,
the ¢laim of the applicant is hopelessly time barred

and deserves to be disnissed.

Ay 6. Frém the facts of the case it appears that the
applicant is aggrieved of the prowotion of Shri Ram
Chamdra, Wio entered in service on 21.11.64, Shri R.¥e
S. Shekhavat, who entered in service on 12.,12.64. It ig
alleged by the applicant that the applicant was appointed
as Telephone Uperator on 1.7.1962 aid was, therefore,
senior to these persons Who have peen promoted ear lier

than the applicant. However, from the reply it is borne-
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out that the aspplicant wags confirmed with effect ffom
1:.3.68 whereas Suri Jasuja was confirmed with effect

from le3.65, Shri Ram Chandra was confirmed with effect
from le3.66 and Shri P.3.Shekhawiat, wWas confirmed with
effec;z_{: from 1.3.67. All these three persons Were treated
as senior as per their date of confirmetion as compared

to the applicant and were accordingly prowoted esrlier

than the appilcant. It is alleged by the respomients that
those who vwere confirmed earlier ip time than the epplicant

were treated senior for purposes of promotion. The

SO

B respondents have stated in their reply that the seniority

of the candidates Was determined as per their date of
confirmast ion., BNothing contrary to this, has been done

and, therefore, neo fault can be founmd in the action of

the respordents in promoting tie three private responients,
as per their dete & confirwmetion. The applicant,there~
fore, cannot be treated senior to the private respordemts -
Ho. 4 to 6 FOropurposds of promotion taking his imitial
date of appointment into consideration, as claimed by

hims. The épplicatioh deserves to be dismdssed,

Te The Original f«pplice.ation is, therefore, dismigsed

with no orders as to cost.

( Copal Singh’) ( A.K.isra )
Adm.enber | Jud l.denber
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Part I and IR destroved
in my presence on 25y

under the supervision of
section cilicer (] - as é;
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