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IN THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL

NEW DELHI

BRATAN DAY CCP No:_._ xam 106 of19 92 in 0A=234/91

In person

APPLICANT (S) COUNSEL

VERSUS

Union of India & Ors,

RESPONDENT (S) - COUNSEL

Date

Office Report

2L
T

Orders

as

as

as

27.3.1992

Present : Petitioner in person,

Gall on 9.4,1992,

94,1992

Present : Shri B. L. Babbar, counsel for the
petitioner. ‘

Issue notice to the respondents returnable

on 21.5.1992, Personal presemce of the respondents

(P, C. Jain) (V. 5. #alimath )
Vember (a) ' Chairman

is dispénsed with for the present.

2105:1992

Presemt : Shri B, L. Babbar, counsol for tho
“ . Petitionor, -

oo

Shri M. C, Garg, counsel f or the ’
respondents, :

One week’s time is granted for filim reply,

Call on 4.6.1992, ,
QLL» '
(P C, Jain ) 4 ( Vo S. Malimath )

| - -Member (a) . . Chairman
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I THE CENTRAL A INISTRAT IvE TR IBUNAL

PRINC IPAL BEN%H, New DELHI
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CCP 1C6/92 in CA 234/97

Shri Bhopal Singh
Vs.

- Union of India & Ors.

CORAM

Hon'ble Shri P.C. Jain, Member (&)
fon'ble Shri J.p. Sharma, Member (J)

For the Petitioner

For the Respondents

QHDER [ORAL)

(DEL IVERED BY HOW'BLE SHRI p.C., JAIN,

The grievance of the petitioner in this Case
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04.06.1992

+..Petitioner

.. .Respondents

«..5h.B.L,
bounsel
M.

Babbar,
Gy Qo

..Sh, R@b/bahaﬁan,

Counse]

VENBER {A)

that the directions of the Tribunal in his favour

judgement dt.8.11.1991 in 0A 234/91 have not been

is

in the

Complied with. 1In the aforesaid judgement, the Tribunal

has directed that

(1) The petitioner shall be reinstated on the post

of Dr1ver and

(1¢) He will be consideredq for

DPC: along with other €] ass.

2. In the reply fileq by the réSpondents
thad in pursuance of the judg gement, the petitio

reinstated in seérvice. This is also @ccepted

by the  learned counsel for the petit

the secong olrectlon the respondents have stg

within g peériod of three months as allowed by the Trit
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regul aris
Ivemploy

ioner.

ation by the
ees,

it is stated
ner was

as correct
In regarg to

ated that
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Class— Iv employees, who were entitled to be considered

for being-regularised as Driver against the single wvacancy,

which was available. This consideration was through a

Dep artmental Promotion Committee, which recommended

one Shri Suresh Kumar for the afcresaid one vaceancy .

The minutes of the meeting of the DPC held on 14.2.1992
have also been enclosed. A peruszl of these minutes shows
that the DPC was informed that one post of Ddriver was
vacant and-whigh was kept reserved in'vgiw of the OA

filed by the petitiorer in this case.)rﬂil the three
candidétes were considered by the DPC,fgé:kShri Suresh Kumar
was recommended by the DPC, The learned counsel for

4 .
N the petitioner does not challenge .the fact that a UPG

a8 G :
was heldlaforesaid and that the case of the petitioner

has also beeﬁ Considered by the said DPC. The case
having been conside red by the DpC, thé direction given
in the judgement has been complied with. However,

the learned counsel for the petitioner submits that the

persons, .who were considered by the DpPC along with the
. petitioner were Peons and they were not eligible for this
post. It meeds to be stated that the ¢irection
of ~ the Tribunal is for considerstion of the case of the
goplicant along with other Clas- Iv employees. In view of
this direction, the contention of the learred counsel for
the petitioner caniot be accepted. The learned counsel

for thdpetitioner also submitted that the promotion order

issued by the respordents on 25.2.1992 in respect of

Shri Suresh Kumar, who was recommended by the DPC s
Ly
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aforesaid shows that Shri Suresh Kumar has been sromoted

and appointed to the post of Driver only on adhoc basis
and not oﬁ—regular basis, and accordingly he argued

that the direction.of the Tribunal for consideration of
regularisation of the petitioner canmot be said to have

been complied with. The fact remains that only one post

was intimated to the UPC as vacart, and the DFC coansidered

the eligible Class-IvV employees in accordance with the
fuleé and also the petitioner im view of the dircction
of the Tribunal in the judgement in issue. Thus it

cannot be said thatfthe case of thevpetitioner has not

been considered. In what circumstances appo intment

of Shri Suresh. Kumar has been made to that post on aience

basis from 26.2.19%2 to 28.2.1993 is not known to us

~nor is it relevant for deciding the issue inwolved in

these-contempt proceedings. The learned counsel for the
petifioner further submitted that the respondents have

circulated another vacancy for which eligible Classe [v

employees have been asked to apply. He thus contends that

there is amother vacancy for which the applicant is eligibla.

-That 1s another issye which, in our opinion, will have to he

taken up by the petitioner in gppropriate proceedings,

3.

In view of the above discussion, we are satisficd th:t

the directions of the Tribunal in the judgement dt.8.11.1991

have been complied with. Accordingly, these proceedings

dropped and notice to the respondents is discharged,

‘(J -P » SHAE\AA) la '.‘ =
#EVBER (J) ‘ - P.C. Jaly)

arg



