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" Central Administrative Tribunal, Principal Bench
6.4.N0.318/97

Hon'ble Shri Justice K K.M.&4aarwal, Chairman
Hon'ble Shri R.K. Ahoo;a. Member (A}

S New Delhi, this 11th day of Fehruary, 1997

"Narain Singh(D 723}
- s/0 Shri Ram Prasad

v/o RZ-173, 01d Roshanpur '
Najafgarh, Delhi. = . ... fpplicant

{8y Shri Shvam Babu, Advopate)
Vs,
1. Commissioner of Police, Dc1h1

551
ce Headouarter .
JEstate, New Delhi,

2. Govt. of India through

Chief Secretary
Govt. Of NCT Dr::]h:l
5, Shyam Nath Marg
Delhni,
3, Shri Ram Swngh
pest. Commissionsr of Police
3rd Ba ta]Twonn DAP
pelhi (Service to be efFected .
through Respondent No. 1. ... Respondents
0 RDE R{Oral)

Hon'ble Shri Justice K.M.Agarwal, Chairman

Heard the Tlearned counsel for the applicant on

admission,

7 The applicant was A sub-Inspector of Polica. He
was facing certain crininal cases and f;re afrer
The

considering . hig case for-ornmotion in the vear 1978 thea
result of consideration of his candidature was kept in a
sealed cover. Ultimately, all the criminal cases against

the applicant were L& rminated and he was acquitted.

’

There upon the applicant approached the @uthorities

concerned  for  giving  him promotion by filing

%

represe ntatlon or representations befora them. In

pursuance of those ?ersehtdtWOH“ 1t appears that the

|mpuonwd order of promotion dated 9. u.|9Q6 was passed in
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favour of the applicant. The applicant doas not appear
to be agurieved b} _the Ofder of promotion but he is
aggrieved 'by the date from which the promotion had‘ bgen
granted to  him. According to the impugned order, the
promotion given 1o ‘the applicant is wifh effect from
16.2.1987, whereas according to the applicant he ought to
have been gi@en promotion atleast with effect Frqm 197?.
We have gone through  the various  papers and
representations. We do not find that any claim before
the authorities wasAmade by the app]icaht>that he should
be given promotion wee f. 1977. Even after thg impugned
order no  representation ‘was wmade, pointing out the
alleged mistake to the authorities concernad. Under
these circumstances we are .not inclined to admit the
Petﬁtion at this stage. However, we also do not mwant to
déprive the applicant of his right to makevrepresentétion
against the » impugned cordar. ; Accordingly, thia
application is  hereby summarily rejected  but the
appticant 1s given Tiherty to prafer .representation
before the authorities concerned for giving him promotion

from 1977 as alleged within a period of one month.

-

3. We hope, 1f any representation ié made hy the
applicant in pursuance of the directions as aforesaid,-
the authorities coﬁéerhed will dispose of the same.within
a period of three months from the date of receipt of such
a repregentation. N
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the applicant feels aggrisved by the ultimate
may be passed on his representation so wada
impugned order, he shall be at liberty to
Tribunal with a fresh application within time

manner.
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(K. M. 4GARWALY
CHATRMAN
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