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CENTKAL ApMnaSTRATiyE TRIBUNAL

,0.A. No. . *1282/89
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DATE OF PECISION 4.7.69

Ganga R£ Petitioner

Shri \y,P, Sharma _Advocste for the Petitioneit&)

Versus

Union of India ^ rs .Respondent

nona
:Advocate for the Responaeui(s)

Hie Hon'ble Mr. P • Srinivasan, Member (A)

The Hon'ble Mr. • Oberoi, Member (3)

>

L Whether Reporters of lo<^ papers may be allowed to see the Judgement?

2. To be referred to the Reporter or not? f

3. Whether their Lordships wish to see the fair copy of the Ji^gement?

4. Whfltilier it ne^ to be circulate to other Benches of the Tribunal? y.
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ME;nBER(3)

( P. SRINIUASAN ) • ' .
MEMBER ( A-)
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IN THE CENTRAL ADHINISTRATIUE TRIBUNALS PRINCIPAL BENCH
NEW DELHI.

REGN, No, 1282/89 Dat« of DecisionJ- 4,7,09,

Shri Ganga Ram ,,,, Applicant

Vs,

Union of India .,,, Rsspondents,

1

CORAWs- Hon'bls fir, P. Srinivasan, Msmber (A)

Hon'bl® Mr, TeS, Oberoi, Member (3)

For tha applicant ••• Shri \/,P, Sharma, Advocate

( 3UDGEMENT OF THE BENCH DELIVERED BY HON'BLE
PIR. P. SRINIUASAr^ MEMBER (A) ),

This application has come up before us for admission today,

Shri V/,P» Sahrma^ learned counsel for th® applicant has been heard.

The prayar in the application is that two ord«rs dated 16.3,89

and 28,2,89 purporting to transfer the applicant from the office

of Respondent No, 2 namaly tho Under Secretary, Department of Civil

Supplies, New Delhi to the ofpi ca of Respondsnt No. 3 v/iz, "the

Registrar, National Consumer Disputes Radrcssal Commission, Nam Dalhi,

be quashsd. On scrutiny of theapplication we find that neithor

of these orders has been attached," instead there is only one order

appearing as Annexure Ap-1 dated 6,2,89 by which ad-hoc appointment of the .

applicant as chowkidar in the National Consumer Disputes Redressal

Commission, New Delhi has been sxtendad from 1,2,89 to 28,2,89, Shri

Sharma informs us that the applicant is continuing in the same post

in another department. He explains that the real grieuance of the

applicant is that ev/en though he has been working on ad hoc basis from

Deo, 1987 his case for regularisation in the post has notbeen ti<Qn up

by the respondants. In response to an enquiry mado by us, Shri Sharma

fairly admi ted that no representation had been made in this regard

9 0 far to the authorities.

In view of the above, this applicatio^having been made for
regularisation of the applicant in the post, as explained by Shri
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Shrama, is premature because beeattec the applicant has first to

approach the authorities and only if they reject his claim mould a

cause of action arise for coming before this Tribunal , When this

was explained to him, Shri Sharma stated that ha would make a

representation to the authorities but apprehended that sinca the

applicant had come to this Tribunal, theauthorities might be prejudiceJt^

against him^terminate his services, Wb are sure that the authorities

will not act on prejudice, Ue, therefore, reject this application

at the stage of admission itself reserving liberty to the applicant

r to approach this Tribunal, if the decision of the authorities goes

against him.
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