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Sudhir Kumar
g_37^ SheiKh Sarai-I
New Delhi-110017

(By
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Advocate: Shri G-K. Aggarwal)

Versus

Union of India
through Secretary.
Ministry of Urban Affairs &
Employment. Nirman Bhawan.
New Delhi~HDDH

Director General (WorKs)
central Public WorKs ^eptt
Nirman Bhawan, New Delhi 110011

The Secretary - -
union Public Service Commission
Shahjehan Road, New Delhi-llOOll
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, Applicant

.Respondents

Heard the counsel for the applicant,

2. The grievance of the applicant is that the

respondents had not complied with the directions issued
t,y the Tribunal in the order dated 15.4.96 in OA No.
1849/95 filed by the applicant. it is eeen from page-21
of the papers (Annexure A-41 that the applicant made
representation stating that he should be given the
correct seniority w.e.f.' 12.7.95 as the applicant was
promoted vide order dated 14.3.97 in the review DPC for
1995-96 for a vacancy that occurred during 95-96.
Admittedly, the respondents had not considered his
representation and not passed any order so far. we are
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has rushed to this ourt
of the view that the applicant has

1  —-f +-hp> p0pt~0sen tation
the disposal of the rwpiwithout awaiting for the o p

f 1 "I pd only on 19-8.99-
as representation was tils

-  .«e feel that the OA is pre-mature and iscircumstances, we rewi.

liable to be dismissed.

3_ Respondents are, however, directed

dispose of the representation by passing a speaKing order
within two months from the date of receipt of a copy
this, order. It is needless to say that, it is op

^-F hp is aggrieved by
the applicant to agitate the same

any order that may be passed by the respondents.

4. O.A. is acco

(Mrs. Shanta Shastry)
Member(A)

cc.

rdingly dismissed. No costs.

(V. Rajagopala Reddy)
Vice-Chairman (C)
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