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The respondents had closed the Northern Region office of tha
Press Information Bureau w,e.f. 30.4,1967, Consequent upon the closyre
of the said office, the post of Head Clgrk held by the petition@LAJgi‘ L
also sbolished, fhe petitioner was given an option either to be placed
in the surplus . cell or to be reverted as a Clerk in the Press Information
Bureau of the Nortern Region., On the ground that the petitioner midinot
exercise his option within the specific time, a2 memo was issued on
16.7.1987 as per Annexure'C' to the effect that the action is being
taken to revert the petitioner as s Clerk in the Press Information
Bureau of the Northern Region, he having not exercised the option to
be sent to the surplus cell, The petitioner rushed to the Tribunal‘by
this Urig;nal Application filed on 10,8,1987 and obtained an interim
order, 0On the strength of the interim ordef, the petitioner continued
in service,
2. In thé reply Ffiled by the respondents, they took the stand
that the petitioner is not being reuerted; In support of this
contention, they placed the order méde by the Additional Principal

{/dnformation Officer dated 13,8,1987. _The said order says that it
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has been decided to declare the petitioner as surplus with

éffect from 1.8,87 and to place him at.the disposal of Centrsal
Surplus Cell of the Departmsnt of Psrsonnel and Tréining? It

is stated that his servieces shall stand terminated on the expiry

of six months from the date from which he has been declared

surplus, if he is not redeployed in the meanuhile. Be that as it .
may, the petitioner has continued in service without his status ‘
or emoluments being affected for nearly five years now, In the
reply filed by the respondents, it is stated that they ars not
revarting the petitioner, It is also clzgiyin view of the stay
granted by us of the order dated 13,8,1987 during the pendency

of these proceedings, nc further steps could bs taken treating

the petitioner ss surplus, The petitioner having thus continued

in service for nearly five years, there being no immediat e threat

of his being displacéd or reverted, it appears to us unnecBSSar§

to examine the griévancc of the peﬁitioner in this case, As

we arse informed that the petit}oner'has mﬂyébouf* two years isft -~
to serve, wa do expect and hope that the respondents would make
honest endeavour to accommodate the petitioner in service so that
his continuance in service uhich has besn protected by the interim
order of the Tribumnal is not unduly jeopardised, It :would not,
in our opinibﬁ, be difficult to accemmodate ths petitioner even

if he is declared surplus, 1If, houeve;, any threat of his
reversion hereaft8ry ye reserve liberty to the patitioner to mova
the Tribunal at the appropriate time, FKeserving this liberty, we
dispose of thlsfpetltlon having regard to the fact thst there is no
lmmEdumsthreat/rever31ongt is unnecessary to adjudicate the rights
uhich hawbecn pressed into service, No costs,
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