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CEMTRaL ACrniM I strati \/E tribunal principal 3 0MCH

0 . A.No.1 67 4/98 .
/>>

N0U OBlhi; this the^<^, day of 0ctober, 1 999,

HON 'BL E n R. 5. R. AOIGE, \n CE CHaI AN ( A) .

HON 'BL E M RS.LaKSHMI SUAT'I IN A TH AN ,M E^IBERCB)

Bnt, Suman Lata Khosla,
l/o Shri 3.L,Khosla,
EX - \A C0 P rin dp ail t

G »G , S»S»School,

Krishna Nagar, \
Delhi -0051

R/o O220, Anand Ulhar,
Uikas Harg Extension,

Dalhi-1 100 92 .. .. i^plicant,

(By Advocate: Shri S. S.Bhalla).

Me rsus

1, Lt, Go \je rno r,
N CT of Delhi,
Raj Niijas,

Raj Niijas Road,

Delhi -054.

2, Principal Secretary of Education,
Go vto of N CT of Del hi,
Old Secretariat,
Delhi -054 ....Respondents.

(By AdvjocateJ Shri \Ajay Pandita)

ORDER

HON 'BLE !*1R. S. R. ADIGE. VICE CHaI FnAN( a).

Applicant impugns re^ondents' order dated

12,6.96 (Annexure-A.I) aO d seeks promotion aS School

Principal uith effect from the date her immediate

jmior Snt. P.Pl.lterma uas so promoted uith consequential

benefits including pay refixation as also refixation

of retiral benefits uith arrears and costs.

2. Applicant uas uorking as a Mice Principal sin-j^g
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9,9,89, Rejpon den ts convened a D PC meeting to

consider cases of eligible candidates for

promotion as \/i ce Principal, which led to the

issue of impugned order dated 12,6,96, Respondents

state that applicant's n,3me was not considered

by the OPC for want of vigilance clearanceo They

state in their reply that f^plicant was charge

sheeted in a ' dep artn en tal proceeding on 12,8,96;

dad the Ehquiry Officer sdbmitted his report

on 8,9,97, resulting in her exoneration but the

com m LD i cation of Go vt, displeasure by order dated

29,12 , 97,. They state further that vigilance

clearance waS given on 30,12,. 57 did

retired on sLp erannuation on 31,12,97,

3« On the date on which the OPC met to

consider the cases of promotion which eventually led

to the issue of imp ugn ed o rde r , dated 12.6,96 ,charge

sheet h^d not been served Lpon applicant. Even if

a decision hadbe^ tgken to initiate departmental

proceedings against applicant before 12,6,'96,, at

least the sealed cover procedure should have be^

followed by respondents in the light of the

Hon'bl a Sup reme Qsurt's rulings in DDI Us, K, U.
Oanakiraman 1991(2) sCaLE 423 read with their

rulings in QOA Us. H.C.-Khurana 3 T 1993(2) SC 695

and LIOI Us, Kewal Konar 3 T 1S93C2)SC 705 , However
that was not dona.'

Adnittedly applicant was eventually
exonerated in the DE and respondents cannot

take the plea that applicant is not even entitled
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to consideration of her case fp-'r uith effect from

the date her immediate junior uas promoted* merely

because Go vt» displ ea sure uas communicated to

he ro

5» ' !\s regards the plea of respondents that

the Oa is hit by limitation f ue note that applicant

had earlier filed 0 A N0» uhich uas disposed

of by order dated 18,8,97 uith a direction to

respondaits to dispose of her representations dated

5,7,96 and dated 7,l0»96 by a detailed and reasoned

order uithin 45 days from the date of receipt of

that order. Liberty uas given to applicant that if

any grievance survived thereafter it uould be open

to applicant to agitate the same through appropriate

original proceedings in accordance uith lau if so

advised , In the absence of any order issued by

respondents in implementation of that decision uhich

has been shoun to us, applicant has been compelled

to approach the Tribunal again. The plea of limitation

is therefore rejected*'

6. The Oa succeeds and is alloued to the

extent that respondents are directed to consider

applicant's case for promotion as Principal uith

effect from the date her immediate junior uas so

considered. In case respondents find applicant fit

for promotion, she shall stand so promoted uith

consequential benefits including pay refixation, arrears

and refixation of retiral benefits uhich uill be

determined by respondents in accordance uith rules,

instructions and judicial pronouncements. These

directions should be implemented uithin 4 months

from the data of receipt of a copy of this order. The
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prayer for interest and cnsts is rejected, as

ue find no good grounds to grant the sameo

( nRS. LAKSHni SlJAfllN ATHaTJ ) ( S.R.AOIGE )
flETIBER (3). \nCZ CHAl RaTI (A)

/ ug/


