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I^lrs Raj Kumari Chopra, Counsel

JUDGEMENT (CR AL)

(By Hon'ble l^r. Justice V.5. Tialimath,
Chairman)

None appeared for the petitioner, P'irs Raj Kumari

Chopra, Counsel, uas present on behalf of the respondent.

As this is 3 very old matter, ue thought it proper to peruse

the record and hear Tlrs Raj Kumari Chopra, learned counsel

for the respondent and dispose of the case on merits.

2. The petitioner has come with this application uith

tuo prayer's. The first is to quash the order dated 15.3.1988

by which he has been given extension in the ad hoc appointment

to the post of Financial Advisor and Chief Accounts Officer
>

in the Directorate of Advertising and Visual Publicity for a

further period of one month from 1,3.1988 or the availability

of a regular candidate, whichever is earlier. The second

prayer is for a direction to confirm him in the post of Financial

.^j^Advisor and Chief Accounts Officer. It uas brought to our notice
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that the petitioner has'been litigating his rights in the

Delhi High Court in regard to his cloimfcar '•& sni ori t y and

promotion to the cadre of Accountants. The pos.t in respect

of uhich the petitioner claims relief, namely, that of

Financial Advisor and Chief Accounts Officer, is a much

higher post.

the reply filed by the respondents, it is stated

that the petitioner cannot secure any relief in this case

as he has yet to secure relief in the cadre of Accountants.

It is further stated that the claim of the petitioner for

promotion to the post of Accountant is subjudice in the

Delhi High Court uhere the matter is pending in L.P.A. No.

11 of 1984. Our attention uas also draun to the judgement

rendered by the Tribunal in O.A. No.1009/87 in the case of

3,S. Aggarual uho is•simiIsf1y'situate. In similar circum

stances, the Tribunal rejected that application. As the

appointment of the petitioner is only on ad.hoc basis to the

post of Financial Advisor and Chief Accounts Officer and as

his claim of seniority and promotion to the cadre of Accountants

is still pending in the High Court in LPA, uje uill not be in

position to adjudicate upon the rights claimed by the petitioner

a much higher post. On this short ground, this application

is dismissed. Wo costs.
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