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For ths Petitioner, None.

For the Respondents, .... Shri M.L. Uerma,
Counsel,

;

JUOGEfCNT (ORAL)

(Hon'ble Hr. 3ostice V.S, Malimath,
Chairman)

None appeared for the petitiener, Shri !^.L, Verma,

Counsel, is present fer the respondents. As this is a

very ola matter, ua thought it proper to look into the

record, hear the learned counsel for the respondents and

dispese of this matter on merits,
f

2, The petitioner has prayed that withholding of the
f

appeal.against^an order of the disciplinary authority imposing

' certain punishment Is illegal. The respondents have filed copy
ths

ot/order of the appellate authority disposing of the appeal

of the petitioner. The petitioner has not thereafter sought

amendment of the application challenging the order of the

appellate authority. Hence, the question of considering the

prayer(a) of the application dees not arise. The prayer(b)
I '

'is for conseque^ntial benefits consequent upon granting of

prayer(a). So far as prayer(c) ifi the application is
a

concerned, it is for/direction to the respondents to consider

him as having continued in the post of U.D.C, from 28,12,1962

and to accord him further promotions from the dates they fell'

due along uith others who superswaed him. The background
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of this case makes it claar that the petitioner's case

was considered by the D.P»C, and he uaa not found suitabls

for promotion to the post of U»D,C, As the case of the

petitioner has bssn considered for promotion to the post
in this case

of U.D.C. by the DPC, the question of interference/does not

arise. Petition fails and is, therefore, dismissed. No costs
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