I11 THE CEUTRAL ADMIINIZTPATIVE TRIEUIIAL, JAIPUR ERIICH, JAIPUR
O Mo, 197/19%7 ’ Date of crder: 22.5.1957
T.C.Fularia S/Q’Shri M.L.Fularia, aged akout 57 years, resident
~f 10/56 Alka Park, Malviya Nagar, Jaipur- 17.

.. Applicant
Versus
1. Tnion of India thrmﬁgh Zecretary, Ministry of
Infoermation and Broadcasting, Govit. of India, Zhastri
Bhawan, New Delhi.

2. The Director Genevral, Bkashvani Phawan, New Delhi.

3. The Director General Televiaion, Mandi House, llew Delhi.
4.  The Chief Enginesr (Borth Cone) Akashvani & Doordarczhan,

Jamnagar House, Shahjahan Road, llew Delhi.
s. The Director, Teleyision Centre, Jhalana Doongari,
Jaipur.
.. respondents

Mr. Funal Rawat, Ccunsel for the applicant

CORAM:
Hon'kle Mr. O.F.%harma, Administrative Memhker
Hen'ble Mr. Patan Prakash, Judicial Member

ORDER

Per Hon'kle Mr. ©.P.Zharma, Administrative Membazr

In this application under Zecticn 19 of the
Administrative Tribunals Aczt, 1925, Ehri T.C2.talaria has pra
that the respondents may be directed to grant promstion to the
arplicant on the post of Engineering Assistant w.e.f. 27.2.1229
with all consgequential Lkensfite desming the applicant to have
hean promoted w.e.f. that Jdate., The applicant should also ke
azsigned sehiority -n the assumption that he had heen promcoted
in 1929 on the post of Engineering Ascsistant.

2. The aprlicant's cage is that he joined the vespondents
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Department on 19.,12.19%63 <on  the post <£f Mschanic and w

promated  to the post of Seniocr Technician w.el f. 1,100,197
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Ther=zafter the applicant was eligibkle for promstion Lo the post
of Engineering Assistant. According to the applicant, he was

eligible for promstion w.2.f. Z2.7.1%%9 but the Departmental

1]

Promation  Commitee  (DEQ) ignored the applicant'a czase and
peramns junicr to the applicant were granted promction. He made
a representation to the respondents in regard ke his grievance
and thereafter he was granted promotion t£o the =aidl post w.elof.
4.5.1991. He made vet another representation to the respondents
rejuesting them to qrant promstion w.e.f. 27.2.1933, the date
from which hie junisre were granted promction. However, instead
of qgranting promaticn to the appliéant wee.f. 27.2.1%E9, the

respondents have modified the earlier order granting preomstion

to him w.e.f. 4.5.1%21, by ordering that the promaticn of the
applicant shall ke effective from 30.1.12%0. Zopy <f the order
dated 9.7.1991 by which his prometicon was made effective from

30,1.1290 is at Ann.A2. Sinc

D

the respcndents' action waz not in
accardance with the provigione of law, the applicant sent a
notice for demand of Jjustice  throngh his  2ounsel  to the
regpondents on  1.5.19%%  geeking promaticon wee f. 270201989,
There had hkeen no response to the said notice far demand of
juetice. The applicant has éssailed the scbidhaof the respondents i
not granting him promotion wee f. 27.2.1932 ae arkitrary, unjust

and improper.

3. During the arguments, the learned counsel for the
aprlicant urged that in view of the 2t that the resrondents
have not responded to the nokice for demand of justice Ann.Ad

dated 4.9.1%%¢, this applicaticn deserves to be admitted for

adjudication. When asked Ly the Court why he had remained silent-
after the recpondents had passed order Ann.AZ dated 9.9.1%31
granting him promckion w.e.f. 30.,1.1290, he stated that he was

rontinuonzly in caorrvespaondence with the authorities and some

verbal assurances have keen given to him that he would be
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granted promoticon w.e.f. the Jdate from which he had scught it.
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4, We have heard the learned counsgel for the applicant and

have perused the material on record.

5. Initially the applicant_ wag granted promotion to the
'post nf Enginecering Assistant vide order dated 1.5.1531 and the
promotion was ko ke effective fram the =zame date, as stated by
the applicant. Suhsegquently, fhe respondente have passed order
Ann.A2 Jdated 9.9.1591 making his promotion effective from
30.1.1%90, The cause of action Af any. srese to the applicant

ofi: th

o

~hagie .0of the order dated 2.9.1%91, Even if the applicant
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had submitted any repre:entatioh atfter receipt of the said
order, of which, hawever, there iz no record, the applicant
should have approached the Tribunal within 18 months of the
passing ~f the aforesaid order. The applicant remained silent
from 9.9.1991 to d.9.1955, for a period o»f 5 years when he gave
notice for damand bf Jjustice Ann.ad, If any representations

have been made in the intervening perisd, there iz no record
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therzof., In any rcage, verested repressentations Jo not extend

limitation. we are of the view that this application is
hopeleszly time barred. It is, therefore dismizsed at the stage
of admiszion. Mo order/gé to costs.

éae/ R
(Ratan Prakash) (0.P.8%Rarma)
Judicial Member Administrative Membervr




