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Sh. Ram Singh. Ghoudhary

A-37, Ambay Gaiien,
p jO . Samaypur, IjBlhi-42

... ./^plicant

IN THE CENTRAL -ADMNNISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL
PRINCIPAL bench

O.A. No. 5/1994

New Delhi the 5th Day of January, 1994

Hon'ble Mr. N.V.Krishnan, Vice Chairman (a)
Hon'ble Mr. B.3.HegGfe, Member (Ju die ial)

(By Advoc ate Sh . P iC • J ain )

Versus

1. National Capital Territory of Itelhi
the Go vt. of Halhi
Through-Secret ary Land and Building,
Vikas Bhawan, I.P •Estate, N/Jilhi—2

2. The Chief Enginee r,PWD(Elect)
Zone .1, Curzon i^ad. New Delhi-1

3. Asstt/Junior Engineer(Elect) PViO
Hot Miz PI ant-II
G.T . Kamal Read, Delhi-42

• • •• Be^ondents

qrcerCoral)

(Hon'ble Mr. N.V4Crishnan, Vice Chairman (a))
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We have -heard the learned counsel for the—

applicant. This applicant earlier filed OA N© , 1B86/91

against his being designated as muster roll khallasi on

daily wages and being paid as such^ while he was made to

work as Tar B®il©r Operator. The Tribunal found no

merit in this OA and .therefore, it was dismissed (Ann.A..3)
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2.' The applicdTit filed a SLP in the Supreme

Court against this order. This was disposed of by the

Ann. Ap.4 order dated 30.ii.1992. The Supreme Court

noted that no factual matrix was available in tl^

case to arrive at any conclusion" that the persons

junior to the petitioner as Muster B@ll Kballasi

are being regularised and,the petiifcioner being

senior to them has been ignored", ffowever, the

Court has also observed that if the petitioner had any

such grievance, he was at liberty to raise that

grievance before the appropriate authorities. With

these observations, the SLP was dismissed.

3. In pursuance of th^order^the applicant sent
a representation dated 24.2.1993(Annexure A-5) to three

autho ritie^ of whom two are respondents inthisO.A#^
nanely^ responcbnts 2 and 3. Jh this ippi icat ion^ he has

sought promotion as Tar Boiler Operator on the ground

that his junior Lai Chand has been so promoted. He has

not received any reply to the Ann. A-5 representation.

4. The applicant states that he has been

regularizec^ as khallasi from 23.12.1992 (Ann.A-8) though^

he claims^he ought to have been regularized from 4.2.1982

from i-uhich date he has been continuously engaged^as

evidenced by Ann.-^l certificate. He has filed OA 732j93

in this connection which is still pending.

5. He has sought fl^e following reliefs;-
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(i) The case No, OA ^3^93 for regular is at ion of
service be heard along with this case of
promotion, for continuation of service from
(fihe date of appointment 4.2,i982»

(ii) The case of promotion be decided on merits
and facts stated above, for the post of T^r
Bo ilor Operator as per physical vcrk and
Judgement of Supreme Court AIR 1986 Su -584.

6. Vte have heard the leaiueed counsel for the

applicant. The 0,a» would have been maintainable if a

proper representation had been made to the authorities

in terms of the Supreme Court's order at Ann,A-4. vfe

find that this has not been done. The applicant has only

claiined promotion because Lai Chand allegedly his junio^
at ^

has been prompted. Hehas not/.call olaoorated in his

representation how he considers Lai Ghsid to be his

junior-so as to enable the respondents to consider!^

his Case properly. If, after filing such an ^plication,

he feels aggrieved^ by the respondent's reply or inaction^
i

he may seek such remedy as may be advised. Prayer(i)

above can arise for consideration only then.)

Q 7. In the circumstances, we dismiss this ^plication
at the admission stage giv«m^ 1iberty to the applicant to

move the authorities concerned in the manner indicated

above within a period of one month from the date of

receipt of this order.
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(B ,S .He g Cn .\/ d^Cr ishnan)

IVtember(j) Vice Ghairman(A)


