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BEFORR THE CENT2AL AO?IINISTF&ATIVE TRIBUNAL 

BANGALOF BENCH:ANGALOR 

DATED THIS THE 2ND DAY OF DECEM9FER,1936 

PRESEI"IT: 

Hon'ble Mr.Justice K.SPuttasviamy, 	 .. Vice-Chairman. 

And 

lIon'ble L'Jr. P.Srinivasn, 	 .. Hember(A). 

APPLICATI'i NUi HER 1479 OF 1986. 

M.Veeraraghavan, 
Aged 58 years, Son of late 
Murugeshan Pillai, No.7 
West of Chord Road, II Stage, 
Rajajinagar, iahaIaxmiurarn Lay-out, 
3angalore-560 086. 	 .. Applicant. 

(Ey 	Dr.'LS. Nagaraj, Advocate). 

The Accountant General (Acourits), 
Karnat aka, 
Bangalore 560 001. 	 .. Respondent. 

(By Sri N.Basavaraju, Standing Counsel) 

This application corng on for hearing this day Vice-Chairman 

made the following: 

Q j: r B 

In this transferred application received from the High Court 

of Karnataka under Sectin 29 of the Administrative Tribunals Act 

of 1985('the Act'), the ajplicant has sought for a direction to the 

respondents to give him ketrospective promotion from April,1981 with 

all consequential benefits. 

2. Irior to 8-4-19$IL the applicant was working as a Selection 

Grade 	Auditor 	in the office 	of the Accountant General 	(Accounts), 

Bangalore 	(AG). On 8T 41981' the applicant was 	promoted by 	the 

AG as a Supervisor witH a direction that he should await a senarate 

posting order thereto. On receipt of the same the applicant represent- 

ed 	to the 	AG 	on 	9-4-1981 	to 	exempt 	him 	from 	posting to 	outside 

Audit [)epartment 	or 	t9 	field 	duty 	and 	post 	him 	only to 	'central 
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office'. For various reasons, the narration of which is not very neces- 

sary to notice the said request of the applicant was not granted 

by the AG till the applicnt retired from service on 31-7-1984 on 

attaining superannuation. )n 23-5-1935, the applicant approached 

- 	 the High Court under Article 223 of the Constitution for a declaration 

that he stood promoted on 8-4-1981 and for all consequential benefits. 

Among others,the applicant has urged that on receipt of 

his representation dated 9-'-l98l, the AG did not give him a posting 

as he was hound to and,threfore, he must be deemed to have been 

promoted from 8-4-1981, wrked in that capacity and retired in that 

very capacity on 31-7-1984. 

In his statement of objections filed before the High Court, 

the respondent has asserted that the applicant did not avail the pro-

motion given to hire and 4lid not report for duty and therefore, he 

was not entitled for the relefs sought by him. 

)r.H.S.Nagaraja, larned counsel for the applicant, contends 

that 	the 	AG 	had deliberately 	refused to 	give 	an 	order 	of posting 

to 	his 	client 	and prevente 	him 	from working 	as 	a 	Supervisor 	till 

he 	retired 	from service 	n 	31-7-1934 and 	therefore, 	this Tribunal 

should declare that the applicant had accepted the promotion of 

a Supervisor and had retired in that capacity till he retired from 

service on 31-7-1934. 

Sri N.asavaraju, larned counsel for the respondents contends 

that the applicant had deftherately refused to accept the promotion 

and had not worked as a suervisor,which disentitles him for the reliefs 

sought in his application. 

Admittedly with due regard to the rules and orders in force 

the AG had promoted the applicant to the post of a Supervisor on 

8-4-1981. \,boever is at failt, one thing that is crystal clear is that 

the applicant did not take charge of the post of a Supervisor either 



4 

at 	the Central of fice or aiy other office of the AG and did not 

work in that capacity till he retired from service on 31-7-1984. 

When 	that 	is so, it 	is 	some 	what 	odd 	for 	this Tribunal to declare 	L4 

the 	applicant had accepted 	the 	promotion 	Riven to him by the AG 

and had worked as 	a Supervisor 	till he retired from 	service. 	On 	this 

short ground the claim of the applicant cannot he upheld by us. 

Yie will however assume that all 	the assertionsmade by 	the 

applicant in his application and the pasionate sumissions made by 

Dr.Jagaraja are correct. Buteven then, it is manifest that the appli-

cant has not been deligent in asserting his rights and had allowed 

the matters to drift till he retired from service and thereafter also 

for nearly 10 rionths. 7e are of the view that on these circumstances 

we should decline to examne the grievance of the applicant and 

assist him also for which rason we decline to examine as to who 

is really at fault and express our opinion. 

In the light of our above discussion, we hold that this appli-

cation is liable to he dismissed. 7e, therefore, dismiss the application. 

But, in the circumstances of the case,we direct the parties to bear 

their own costs. 

ZVI 

np/ 


