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CeiTRAL ADMIN 1ST rat nVE TRIBUNAL
.  Principal Bench

Noi 1296^of 1996

New Delhi^,^ dated this the X ~ ^ .

fy

HDN!BLE MRfo"' ADEE^' VICE CHAIRMAN (A)
H£)N*BLE MR^^ KULDOP SINGHf MEMBER (j)

Shri Joshi^^
S/o Shri bW Jbsha/^
R/o Sector-12-^ Qr^ Noi 650

Puram^
New Delh 1^110022® j^| Applicant

(By Advocate: Shri 64%^ Kau^.)

Versus

I^ Itoim of India through
the Secretaryf^^
Ministry of Textiles,
Udyog Bhawan^". New Delhi®

2® The Development Commissioner (Handicrafts)v
Ministry of Textiles^
West Block 7ff R®K® Puramf?
New Delhi® Respcxidents

(By Advocate: Shri S-f^f Arif)

Adigef VC (A)

Applicant impugns respondents* order datsd 7^6f96
(AnnexuraSsI) rsvjarUng hia from tha post of store Supap^aor
to that of store Clerf^

I'-.
J&- Heardj?

^  Actoiittadly there are two posts of stores Supervisor
in respondents Organisational The method of filling up
these too posts is SD^by promotion from amongst Store
Clerks and 93^ by direct rec-ruitneni^ Fbuever both posts
happened to be filled by promo Consequent to the

reUranent on superannuation of one of the in cum ben tsf
applicant was promoted on adhoc basis by order dated
17f^95 fbr six months or till the post uias filled:!ap
or regular basis, uihichever uas earlier, and that adhoc
promotion uas extended for a further period of six months
t^on the conclusion of uhich applicant uas irevWted by
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^2^

Impugned order dated 7^

^  Reapondants state that this vacancy on uhich

applicant uas promoted on adhoc basis has to be

filled through direct reciuitnant and in the light

of the facts noticed in para ^bove^' it is difficult

not to agree with thera^

^  During hearing appllcant*'s cowsel asserted that

a proposal is under respondents* consideration to

amend the RRs such that both posts of Store Supervisors

are filled up^ by promotlon»Whatever might be the

of that proposal^ at this moment of timey applicant

has no enforceable legal right to comp.el respondents

to promote him as Store Sup erxdsorv' and gn the

facCof the RRs as they presently stand? , the rulings

Dr''^Sang^ ta Naranges case ATR 1^8(1) CAT 556 and

1991(16) ATC 9 relied t^opn by Shri BoTr^Kaul cfti not

adverse applicant's cas^

6ia The OA is didnissedo^ No oosts^

LOIP INGH )

riCPlBtlRXa)
( s.RoAoid: )

VICE eHAlRnAN(A)i^

/ug/


