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This is an agplication fileiunder Section 19
of the Administative Tribunals Act, 1985, by Shri
AsP. Chaturvedi, Chief Desicgn Asstt., R«D.S.0.,
Ministry of Raiways,lucknow, acainst the impugned
order No. S.P.OQ No, 512/82 dited 20.12.1982 (Annexure
3 to the appliation) and ART/74 dated 2.11,.83 (Annex-
ure No. 5 to the application) passed by the D.G., ReDe30,

The casedof the applicant is that his ad hoc promo-

2.
tion made by SP.O. No. 509 of 1982 dated 19.12.1982

duly approved by the Assstt. Dircector wascancelled
by 3hri N. Ananthanarayan without assigning any reasons.
The learned counsel for the ipplicant has filed an
amandment application on the question of limitation.
His casa is that the cause of action took pkee in 1989
whan he came aaoss the noting by Shri P.l. Rao, Joint
Ddircctor (3stt.,) (Annzaxure A-1) to th2 apwlication).
In this noting it has bacn stated that Staff Pasting

Order No. 509 of 1982 may bz withdrawn and treated as

Cance 2 o
Ccelled 3s the same has not ben issued with the
A
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approval of the competent authority, Earlier,

the applicant had been communicated %?Staff Posting
Order No. 512/82 (Annexurc A=3 to the application)

where Staff Posting Order No. 509 of 1982 was cancelld,
In this order the applicant who was a Design Assistant
in the scalz of Rg 550-750 wap promoted to officiate as
Senior Design Assistant in the scale of Rse. 650-950

on ad hoc basis with effect from ths date he had bean
askad to look after the duties of the higher post or
from the date he took over charge of the higher post
whichaver was earlier, In November, 1983, through a
memo (Annexure A=5 to thé application), the applicant
was informed on his represcentation that he could not
claim ad hoc promotion as a matter of righ and that

it was for theaministration to daciie, if any ad hoc
promotion was at all recessary against the vacangy. The
applicant was informed that cancellation of ad hoc promo-
tion ordered vide staff postirng order No. 512 of 1982
was in the interest of administration amd it wasnct
obligatory for the administration to indicate reasons to
the employees.

3. The learned counsel for the applicant stated

that since thc administration had cancelled the ad hoc
promotion, itwasnot challanced at that time, but uwhen
the applicant found out that thas real reason was not as
given in Annewm A5 bué:an Amnexurz A-10 and, thereforp
the limitation should start from December, 1989, It

is noted that the applicant had retired on 31.1,1988

and did not filk any iuneal acainst the cancellation of
his order till then. The ocder of ad hoc promotion

and cancellation took place in 1982 and the applicant was
not allowed to take ovar the genior position at any time

It was an ad hoc promotion ani we are of the viaw that
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that after a pason has supasrannuated, the question of

ad hoc promotion six years earlier cannot be agitated
gy 4
at this stage, It is not very materialﬁwhy the posting
n
order was cancdled. If thg applicant was aggrievad

by the orders dthe respondents in 1982 ard 1983, the

cause of action took place at that time and cannot be

agitated oefore the Tfibunal at this stage. g)
b - W Juee 186F o
4. The knowldce of Anncxure A-1l0 do=s not provide
~

any fresh ground urder limitation. He should have
approached theeuthoritiesgpr E%i relief in a court

of law during 1983 itsclf when the cancellation order
of his ad hoc promotion was isauedin public interest.
The application is clearly tim> barréd and is dismissed

summarily.
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