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HON’ BLE SRI JUSTICE V. RAMASUBRAMANIAN 

 

AND 

 

HON’ BLE SRI JUSTICE M. GANGA RAO 

WRIT PETITION No.39444 OF 2017 

 

ORDER: (per  V. Ramasubramanian, J) 

  
Aggrieved by the dismissal of his applicat ion by the Cent ral 

Administ rat ive Tribunal on the ground of limitat ion, the pet it ioner, 

working as an Assistant  Superintendent  of Post  Off ices has come up with 

the above writ  pet it ion. 

 2.  Heard Mr.M. Venkanna, learned counsel for the pet it ioner. 

3.  The pet it ioner took the examinat ion for promot ion to the post  

of Inspector of posts, way back in March, 2002.  It  appears that  the 

pet it ioner was originally declared to have secured ‘ 17’  marks.  Since the 

pet it ioner belongs to the Scheduled Tribe community, he was ent it led as 

per the off ice memo to have his case reviewed.   

4.  The grievance of the pet it ioner was that  his case was not  

reviewed and after some t ime he obtained informat ion in the year 2009 

under the Right  to Informat ion Act  that  he has secured ‘ 21’  marks.   

5.  But , instead of act ing immediately, the pet it ioner went  before 

the Tribunal only in the year 2012.  Since the relief sought  by the 

pet it ioner was with respect  to a promot ion to the post  of Inspector 

conducted in March, 2002 and since a period of 10 years had elapsed by 

the t ime the pet it ioner f iled the original applicat ion, the  

Tribunal dismissed the O.A. solely on the ground of delay.  Aggrieved by 

the said order, the pet it ioner is before us.  As a mat ter of fact , the 

claim of the pet it ioner is with respect  to the select ion to the post  of  

Inspector conducted in March, 2002. The pet it ioner subsequent ly gained 

promot ion even to the post  of Inspector and Superintendent  of  Posts on 
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19.02.2013.  It  is only three years thereafter, that  he choose to go 

before the Tribunal with respect  to a post  which was the second level to 

the one that  he was occupying.  Therefore, the Tribunal was right  in 

dismissing the original applicat ion on the ground of delay.  We see no 

reason to interfere with the order of the Tribunal.   

6.  Hence the writ  pet it ion is dismissed.  As a sequel thereto, 

miscellaneous pet it ions, if  any, pending shall stand dismissed.  No order 

as to costs. 

_____________________ 

V. RAMASUBRAMANIAN, J 

 
 

______________ 

                                                                                 M. GANGA RAO, J 

 
November 22, 2017 
KTL 


