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Second Floor, 
Commercial Complex, 
Indiranagar, 
Bar1galore560 038. 	5 

Dated:_39 

APPL1CTIQJ NU'3EB: ___ 272 of 1994.  

APPL1CNTS: 	 p• crs: 
Sri.S.Jayaveeran 	v/s. 	Chairman,Telecom Cornrnission,NDelhj 

To. 	 and Others. 

1. 	Sri. K.V.Suryanarayan aiah, Advocate, 
ML No.587 FC1T,Krishnarajapuram, 	 * Bangalore-560036. 

2, 	Sri.M.Vasudeva Rao,Mdl.C.G.S.C, 
High Court Bldg,B6rigalore-1. 

Subject:— Forward:ng of ccpies of the Orders passed by the 
Central administrative Tribaiial,Bengalore.. 

Please find enclosed herewith a copy of the DER/ 
STAY DER/TERIM DER/, passed by this T,ribtual in the above 
mention ed applicatiOn(s) on 8051994• 

• 
(L' DEPUTY REGISTRAR 

JIJD IC IAL BRPNGHES • (p C- 
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S) 	 CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL 
BANGALORE BENCH, BANCALORE 

WEDNESDAY THIS THE EIGHTEENTH DRY CF MAY, 1994 

ORIGINAL APPLICATION N0.272/94 

MR. JUSTICE P.K.SHYAf1SUMAR VICE CHAIRMAN 

MR. V. RAP1AKRISHNAN 	 MEP8ER(A) 

Shri S. Jayaveeran, 
Accounts Officer, 
aed 37 years, 
Residing at E.-III/8 9  
P&T staff Quarters, 
Kaval Byra Sandra, RT Nagár Post, 
Barigalore - 560 032 Applicant 

( By Advocate Shri K.V. Suryanarayanaiah) 

V. 

1 1, Union of India, 
Chairman, 
Telecom Commission, 

t Department of Telecom, 
New Delhi 

2. Member(Fin3nce), 
Telecom Commission, 
New Delhi 

34  Secretary, 
Department of Per. & Trg., 
New Delhi Respondents 

( By learned Standing Counsel.) 
Shri M.V. Rao 

OR.DER 

USTICE P.K. SHYAr6UAR, VICE CHAIRMAN 

ORDER 'RE ADMISSION 

j 	We have heard the learned counsel for the 

applicant a 	also the learned Standing Counsel 

who, at the outset, submits that he may be given 

time for filing objections. But we find that 

this application is inordina4ly delayed. The 



grievance of the applicant is all about the 

promctioflJhiCh he 	 edn-deprived  

• of in the year 1990 and :evenearlier. Admittedly, 

he had made a representation to the DireC0r 

General of the TelecommUniCaticfl Departmeflt in 

that behalf. it appears that representat4Ofl was 

urned down by an ordôr.madeOfl 15.10.91 which the 

applicant received on 24.10.91 vide his statement 

at page 2 of the affidavit filed in 
suppoçt of 

the application made herein for condonati9fl of 

delay in* making this. application. Thereafter, 

it would appear the applicant again made 

representation to the Chairman of the Telecom 

Commission and it is 
said that the said representation 

is still pending consideration. 

2. 	Be that as it may, off iciallly the 
11id 

against the applicant's case for promotion closed 

with the turning down of the applicant'S representation 

by the Director General under communication dated 

- 	 15.10.91 received by the applicant admittedly on 

24.10.91. Under theReCrUitmeflt Rules, ro further 

appeal therefore is provided and therefore no.questiofl 

of applicant availing a further statutory remedy. arises. 

0 it 15 an axiomatic principle that r.epeatd 

representation made against anadmiflistrftive order 

does not have the forof an appeal under 

the rules. It is not denied that he had no right 

of appeal under 1au against the order of Director General. 

The  fact that the applicant availed of some remedy ,  

of his CbOicar!nOt 5sSist him in pleading that there 

existed just cause in that the delay involved was justified. 

3. 	We think there YS 'no justification for 

the delay involved, in the presentation of this case 
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which is belated by about 400 and odd days. As 

a mattr of fact it appears tobe muchmore. The 

applicant's representation to the Director General 

was turned down in the year 1990. Apart from 

stating that he was patiently waiting at the doors 

of the Chairman for a favourable disposal of his 

representation, no other explanation is coming forth 

from the applicant. We have pointed out that 

repeated representations not sanctioned by law is 

of no avail. It is contended that his representation 

to the Chairman instead of being turned down should 

have been honoured and the applicant's claim should 

have been granted in consonance with some presidential 

fiat. 4  If that was so, the applicant should have 

come in time for a redressal of his grievance. He 

must ay for his lethargy and remissness. We cannot 

condonte the admittedly longLsh delay on the grounds 

putfort'h and accordingly the application for 

coAdonation of delay stands rejected and in consequence 

'the applica+ion dismissedas barred by time. .No costs. 

( U. RAMAKRISHNI4N ) 	( P.K. SHYA'ISUMAR 
rlEr'BER(A) 	 ViCE CHAIRmAN 
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