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CENTR AL ADMINISTRATIVE TH IBUN AL
PRINC IP AL BENCH
NEW DELHI

Q. A. NO. 1613/%0
New Deilhi, K September, 1994.

THE HON'BLE M. S. R. ADIGE, MEMBER (a)
THE HON'BLE MRS. LAKSHMI SWAMINATHAN, MEMBER {(J) .

Ved Prakash $/C Chetan Dass,
R/0 D=769 Chawla Colony, '
Bal labhgarh,
Distt. Faridabad (Haryana) ees Applicant
By Mvoecate Shri vijay Mehta
Versus

l. Union of India thr ough

Secretary, Ministry of

Urban Seve looment,

Nirman Bhawan,

New Delhi,
2 The Manager,

' Govt. of India Press,

Far idabad,
3. Shri Pradeep Kumar, L.D.C.,

Govt. of India Press,

Faridabad.
40 Shri Pﬂanl Ram, Ua DoCo F}

Govt. of India Press,

Far idabad.
oy Advocates Shri M. L. Verma for Resp. 1 & 2
and Shri D. R. Gupta for Resp, 3 & 4

O R D E R

Shr j- So Ro Adige ] I\dember ! (/Ao i

.In this application Shri Ved Prakash, UDC, Govi.
of India Press, Faridabad has impugned the order dated
26.7.19% (annex.=-A) reverting him to the post of LT,

2, From the mater ials on record it appears that the
applicant was appointed as an LI w.e.f, 6911.19‘70;
iccording to the recruitment rules as they stoad priar
to their being repealed vide notif ication dated

7.6.1984 (Annex., R=I to the rejoinder), all the posts




of UDCs were to be filled by promotion from t he

category ot IDCs, 2/3rd of which were to be filled
on the basis of seniority subjsct to fejection of the
unfit and 1/3rd by compet itive test amongst those

LiLs with three years* continuous service ‘in the grade. .
o

3. In December, 1977, a competitive written test
was held, in which the applicant par‘fi.cipated am
was daclared successful, Nearly ten years later, by ;
¢ ircular dated 23.941987, the applicant was pX omot ed
as UL on ad hoc basis wee.f, 21.,8.1987 énd was
subsequently regularised from that date with effect

fr om ﬂ\e’date of the memorandum dated 14.10.1987
(Annex.=F). This mémorandum stated that the applicant
was being kept on probation for two years but that
portion of the order was subsequently deleted vide

corrigendum dated 6.10,1989 (Annex.-G).

4.  Meanwhile, the recruitment rules for the post of
UG had 'themselvés bezn repealed vide notif ication
dated 7.6.1984 referred to above, by which the .
‘@ promotion quota was raised to 87.1/2% and the compet-
| | itive written test was limited to 12.1/2%. The
departmental competitive tast was held on 28,9.1987,
in which respondent No.3 was the only candidate to
be declared successful., Upon a representation filed
by respondent No.3, re5ponden“cs 1l and 2 directiad
/\ tha‘ti the applicant be reverted to the post of LIC
we2of, 26,7.19%0 by the impugned orde'r (Annex.=-4) .
Against thé‘t crder, the app licant came to the Tribunal

and obtained an interim order 01 24.8.19X restraining

the respondents from reverting him. Meanwhile,
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respondents 3 and 4 who had also been.promoted as
Uls also mo\ved this Tribunal, stating that in case
the impugned order of reversion was stayed, it would
affect thelr service prospects because in that event
they may have to be revertad to acc anmodate the
\ . - applicant, Accordingly, on 7.9.19%, the Tr ibunal
directed that the status quo as regards the continuance
of respondenis 3 and 4 in the pbs‘i: of UL be maintained.
@ ouring hearing, we were informed that the applicant
as well as the respondents 3 and 4 are continuing |

agalnst the posts of Umls till tojay.;

5. Neanwhile, during hearing we were further

inf ormed by the applicant’s counsel that since the
time these interim orderszwere passed, persons upto
sl. Nos. 39 in the seniority list have been promated
as Ulls,; while the gpplicant’s pcsition in that list

- is at sl. No. 34.

6. The relief principally praved for by the

app licant was to set asicde the order of reversion
and ’c.o a@lcw him to continue as UX. This relief
has beer’:/\\g;gr’x"ged by virtue of the intercim order on
the strength of which the applicant continues as
‘UL even till today, and as menticned above, even on

the basis of his position in the seniority list ‘he |
is eligible to be promcted as UE.. Thst being the
position, we do not think it necessery at this stage

/;\- to go into 'the mer its of the case. Shri L. R, Gupta,

counsel for respondents 3 and 4, urged that the

inter se senicrity of the applicaat vis-a-vis




/as/

~

Lespondents 3 and 4 should be settled in this C. A

we do not think it necessary or pI;OpeI‘ tc . do so,
because that is not the issue before us, nor indeed

is that one of the reliefs prayed for by the applicant,
If respondents 3 and 4 have any grievance in regard

to their senicrity vis-a-vis the gpplicant, it is

open to them to work out their rights in accordamce
with law. Under the circumsiances, without going into
the merits of this case, this OA is disposed of

by makingf{rfger im orders passed earlier, ’absolute,

No c0osis.

. < .

/ ”"dﬁ:—g’“-’—‘?{’é«' e | 4}/

( Mrs. Lakshmi Sweminathan ) S lec
Member (J) Menbel




