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ORDER (ORAL)
By Hon’ble Mr. Justice V.Rajagopala Reddy, vC (1)
Heard both the counsel fapr petitioner and
respondents. By order dated 170997 the respondents
were directed to consider the representation of the
petitioner and pPass speaking a order. Till final
decision was ~aken, the petitionear ﬁhoula continue .
Aadrieved by the action of  the respondent the
applicant filed another (g 847 /1998, which W&t s
disposed of by an order dt. 18~05-99 which reads ags
Under
“Ms Pinkey Anand, learned counsel for the
respondents states that according  ta the
respondents, the representation has not beap
received by them. Since a copy has been B@nt
to  the Do foy registerad Post, and Copy  is
avallable in the g » the same shall be
Forwardgd by  her tno respondent  Ng. g for

dispaosal within g periad of four weeks from



Svikas/

today by a reasoned speaking order. Ordered
accordingly. Therefore, if the grievance of
the applicant 1is not settled or =still =ome
grievance survives the applicant is free to
approach the Tribunal in a fresh 0a&. MNow that
the representation has not been disposed of .
the applicant shall continue to remain in the
service till the representation is disposedd
oL

2 In  the meanwhile the applicant andl

petitioner was removed from service by order dt.

Geh99 . MHence the Contempt Petition.
X, The respondents filed the reply stating

that the representation made by applicant has been
disposed of. It is stated in the reply that the
representation  was considered, but as the petitioner
was overaged, he was found not elligible. hence he was
dis~engaged.

4. The directions of the Tribunal in the the
order dated 18-05-95 in 0A 847/98 are very clear. If
the petitioner had any grievance left, it was open to
him to approach Tribunal by way of fresh 0a. If the
petitioner was elligible for regularisation and that
he was not over-aged, the anly  remedy for the

petitioner was to file the fresh O, Since the

respondents had considerad the petitioner far
regularisation, it cannot be said that the respondents

had violated the order of the Tribunal.

(V.Rajagopala Meddy)
Vice~Chairman (J)




