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-  this the 17th day of October,1997-
New Delhi, this criw

inSE P VERGHESe.VIce CHAWHANI..O
SHW !<- MUTHUKUHAR.HEHBERCA) -

1 sh-Kashmiri Lai
"o//-. 1 ̂ i+-e Shri Munshi Lai,S/o late V.221 R-K..Pur<:im, ,

.  R/o Sector lV/1/i^i »
New Delhi-

2-ShXOnaram Pal . .
r/S Kaivanpuri. :
Delhi-91-

3 Ns.Kamlesh WadL»era,
"w/o Sh-Ramesh Kumar,AG~17A, Shalimar LfeigJc
Delhi--52-

A-Sh-Amar Sln<:ih, o,*nnh
S/o late Sh-Sher Sinob,
R/o 51/A3B, Pandu Nagai ,

,Delhi-92.

S.Sh.Milap Chand Rarwi,
s/o Shri j-R-Rana,
9/3A9, Lcxlita ParK, .ApplicantsLaxminagar,Delhi-92-

(By advocate Shri SX-Luthra)
Versus

1 . Union of India,throi.j<3h
Secretary,Ministry of Finanj^.
North BlocK, New Delhi-

Sn^S^Biard of Direct Taxes,
Deptt. of Revenue,
Ministry of Finance,
New.Delhi

3. Chief coo-missioner of InooP® Tax,
c R- Bldg-, 1-P- Estace, ..Respondents
New Delhi-11® 002-

(By advocate Shri V-P- Uppal)



qbde;b..(.q.b.6.l.)

^ DR JOSEH0N ;BLE...pR.-

The relief sought in this peE«lon is
u  ̂ n t-he residual panel^4-a+-i=.d to be in tne tthe petitioners are St . ,1 5 96 ' After

^ Kv the OPC held on 21-
.  . panel , the allegation is

appointment- from amongst '
,  have illegally stopped promotu^

that the respondents have ii y ,

the incumbents from the panel.

-^,,er notice, respondents have fil-i tl-
an. state, that initially all OOCs who^ ha.

of service an. had secured at l.e»trendered 3 years of servi
■  „v of the t»o out of four subjects, «sreitW. marKs in any of th_ t

llaible for empanelment and accordinglyconsidered as eligible for p ,. on

OPC considered candidates .ho «ere el.ible^n
hhat date for promotion comprising of 12 per
,.oeral category and 1« from SO category. Thereafter^

Of this panel, 2 persons from general category a,.
,«fromSC category .ere promoted as against the
available respective quota; and thereafter, accor
to the respondents, for .^nt of vacancies, the pane

^  H It is also stated that the relaxationwas abandoned- It

time of DPC on 21 .5.96 was subsequentlygiven at the time oi tyr-v^

Hence the procedure .as adopted to havewithdrawn. Hence, -cne

new DPC.

Aggrieved by this process of selection
adopted by the respondents, petitioners approach«l
only for grant of relief for operating the ̂ residual
panel of 10 general candidates; , The



■

;=.+-t-«=Tit;ion to an. order p^assMsdapplicant also drew our attention

by the respordent on 30-A.97 by which a good number of
employees have been promoted, showing ■ thereby
availability of vacancies.

We are not Inclined to pass any order on this

0.A-, as filed and pressed.

Under' the circumstances, the counsel for
petitioner sought permission to withdraw this O.A.

■ with the liberty to file a fresh one, incorporating
all the reliefs that will be available to tlem
including that have ' arisen, due to the subseguent
events that have taken place.

We are of the considered . view that the
petitioners can be permitted to file a fresh O.A.
permitting them to withdraw this O.A. ordered
accordingly.

No order as to costs.
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