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New Delhi, this the^^^Lday of Ian
n

la , enm ^ -
usry.

2QOO

r- D Ariiae Vice ChairmainSA)

TA\1 "r'.Kuld^P Sin'ph'.Me^ber U.

A

dr. Nini
q/o Shri G.R< Nifn

B--3/36 paschim Vihai .
New Deini--63.

(Applicant in person)

Applicant

versus

■3f
■j i

4.

union of India, serviceeffected, the Secretary,
Ministry of Edacation,
Gover nmeri t of India,
Shastri ((hawani.
New Delhi'

The Lti Governo! .
Raj Bhawan,
Delhi,

The Chief Secretary,
.  Alipur Road,

Delhi'

The Chairman,
ij, P, S, C. ,
Shahjahan Road,
New Delhi,

Respondents

(By Advocate - None, )
o R D E R_.

gif. nr>n'ble Wr.. !<iiLdiE--Siii-3ii^-^-—

This OA has been filed by tise appliC'a..t.
.  , rh. tact that the respondents have notaggrieved of tn-

oornplied with the judgment pronounced in his ear.iei
,  rr, r t hc> H^hrjar tmentK, Nri one has appeared for .n_ -bearing No, ,^AI/8b, n'-

to contest the same.

We have gone through the judgment whioh has beer,
A  1 bjhir-h given in OA ZA^/Eb en.anneyed as Annexure A-1 wnxch w .

„  rhi-t; iu'i lament, the f(,>llc^wi ng1 ,7. 1987, According to thi- Ju-«
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T  «

W

directions were given

Accordirigly we allow the
tn the evtent of directing that a review DK. tof
ad-hoc promotion as 'i^hnfir
Chief secretary secrecy Hucaic,,..^
Commissioner i Finance _e_r_-a. i ^ cv-hoHuled
,-:,nnronria+'e seniority belonging -c a

"cuiH he constituted and the case o( the
■"r cari'-honiH reviewed for ad-hoc promotiont''"pM:':y.;al/iU:pr!ncrpal as in ,976 and ,977

without taking Into consideration -he ■>; - "
anttf which was expunged in 1978. i-napplicant" is found fit_ for PromotionPr i ncti nal/Vice-Pr incipal in !976 -r ^ -
r-hnulH'"he nromoted with effect from the date hi.trnmekatf icheduled Caste iunior officer was so
nromoted in 1976 or 1 977 as the caseconsequential benefits of pay (includirn-j
appcisrs of pay), seniority, etc. The app..ica-ian

disposed of on the above lines
dlr.ntion that the review DPC as directed above
i'hnui.^ meet within a period of three i"onths and
final decision about his promotion chouli.. be
taken within a period of one month^ thereafter .
There will be no order as to costs.

^  The grievance of t!"ie applicant is ttu-it uccor

to the documents which were In Rossession of t)»
respondents, they did nothing to comply with the
directions of the Tribunal.

4. The applicant had also filed CCP 305/199! in OA
247/1986 and in the CCP it was observed that the applicant
had been promoted as Vice-Principal on ad hoc basis w. -e. t .
6- 10 1 977, i.e. , the date when his immediate junior was
given preferma promotion as Vice-Principal, He was also
allowed consequential benefits of pay and allowances and
it was specifically mentioned in the order that as regard--
the promotion of the applicant as Principal, it was
brought to the notice of the court that the DPC had
considered the applicant for the post of Principal but did



not find him fit for the post of PrlnoiBal.

if the applicant i5, The grievance o

junior Sh.M.P. Singh was promoted to post of Principa
7.9: 76 and not to the post of Vice-Prlnci

have also been given the post of Prinoipal.

that his

1:1 n

al. so he sh'fuld

rd the applicant who has arguec m

t ft e 15 o.

f, We have heard the ap

person and has submitted his written argumen

have also gone through the same.

7  As regards the claim of the applicant t^egaf ding

promotion to the post of Principal from the date h- :

immediate junior Shri M.P. Singh was prornoteH

concerned, we find that the same has no merits as it

clear from the documents filed by the applicant himself

that the orders on his CCP 305/9! , (Annexure A-9) wfiit-

clearly mentions that the matter was placed before tne OPC

for considering ivis case for the post of Vice Pt in', ip--

and Prinoipal. The applicant was given promotion at

Vice-Principal from the date his immediate junior Stf 1

M.P. Singh was given but he was not fcvuiid fit toi fhe

post of Principal. Hence, once the applicant was not tourid

fit for the post of Principal by the DPC, he cannot allege

that the directions given in OA 2<47/!986 have not beef'

complied with.

g. In the present OA the applicant has nut

challenged the DPC proceedings in which he was conside'-ed

for the post of Principal but not found fit. Hence. we

if
.'vx/
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■  L. =, r- fhci HA t-h'=' is accordingly
find no merits in the ua ana -n-

dismissed< No costs.

(  Kuldip 'Singh )
Member(J)

(  sTr'. Adig® >
Vice Chairman^A)

/Rakesh
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