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IN THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL
NEW DELHI cc P Ms}o‘ o)

OA/TA/RA/CCPNo._#B3 1986

ShI‘i R.DQ Mlttal
APPLICANT(S) COUNSEL

VERSUS

RESPONDENT(S) COUNSEL

Date Office Report Orders

cTP S A

20,4.1980

Presents Applicant in person.

The applicant stetec that his Counsel

‘ is not available today and scught adjournmsnt

e 4 | of the case., The case is adjourned to

14,.,5,1990.
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(I.Ke. ?1aaf*§%”7@t) : (Amitav Banerji)

Member [A) Chairman
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Petitioner throunh/coursel Shri R.R, Rai,
for Shri Umesh Misra , Counsel,

We have heard éhri F.8, Ral proxy
counsel for Shri Umesh fisrs on behalf
of the pstitiormer, ©On 12,12,1988, a
Mise, Petition had come up before us
for withdrawli of the Uriginal Application
with a prayer to give a direction to the
respondants to implsment the Lt, Governor!

decision as stated in letter dated 8,4.87




A L . v !

e et

Page No.

Date Office Report ' Orders .

and with liberty to the applicant to file a
fresh one if need. arises, After hearing learned
counsel, we péssed the order that®nothing needs.
to be done by the court exéept to allow prayer =
for uithd?awl of original application¥, Ue
had, however, observed that "on the uwithdraual
of the cage it is éxpected that thé respondents
would proceed to.implement the Lt, Governor's
decision®, UYe had, therefore, not given any
direction whatsoever in our order dated 12,12.88,
The present—ﬁcﬁ has, however, been filed

, of :
that after allowing/the M,P, and dismissal

of
the‘U.A., the Lt Governor's orders. should béigk
imple@enteé By the respondents, which has nat
been done, The summary of the Lt, Governor eder
is in the letter dated 8th April, 1987 (Annexure-]
where he had directed that the date of confire
mation OF;the representationist may be changed
From 25.7,70 to 25,7.69 ss in the case of his
juniors and COﬁquueﬁﬁﬂ;DQnafitS may be given
to the fepreéeétationist. : |

The claim of the petitioner is that the
first part of the order has heen.implemente&$;
but conseguential benefits in the shape of -
RIS M . . promotion have not been given fo tHe petitioner,
He has also drawn our attention to Annexure'D’,
which is a letter written by the Deputy Commissio.
ner of Police, Ngu Delhi intimating thet his name
could Hot be-iﬁéiuded in the promotion list I
with effect from 31.8,73, 19,12.75 and 12.5.78

and there vas a Revieu OPC, which did not find
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| the applicant suitable for promotion list 'F?
on all the three occasions, Further. observation
;was that there was no heed to place his case

again for promotion list 'F'! befors the Reuiew
. g

DPC. ~ Tt is now cledr that the Responcents

not ' \ c
had/flouted the orders of the Tribunal as well

as the Lt, Governor. As such, this CCP is

nct maintainable at all, It is asccordingly

‘rejected,

However, we observe that if the
petitioner is acgrieved by any ordsr of his
involving seniority or promotion, he may take

appropriate action available to him under the

law,

1%ls]9¢
( B.C., Mathur ) : ( Amitav Banerji )
Vice=Chairman (A) ‘ - Chairman




