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Anil Kumar Sharnia

vs.

Kai Kumar. G. M.. N.KIv.

Present: Shri ,1.K. Bali, counsel for the

petitioner.

So far as the directions issued in

the OA are concerned the quest/on of

disobedience does not arise,as the st^.nd ta.k'en

by the respondents, as submitted by the

learned counsel for the petitioner is that no

selection for the post of AYM was held durine;

the period when the petitioner joined the

e:-r-carire post in /IS, CMiandausi on the date

the channel of promotion was revised on
/

22.07.K8. It was, hovirever, sub?nitfced that

there was no direxjtion in the Jud.i^ement in the

earlier part of paratfraph-K which has not been

\ comnied with. On a rea.din.s; of the .sa.id
• «

portion of the para,s?ra,ph we are not able to

"rdiscern any clear and cate.^orical direction

v/hich the respondents were required to comply

with. The learned counsel for the petitioner

maintains that what ,i« in the mind of the

Tribunal and which is implicit is not cle^r.

If that is so, we do not come in the wa.y of

the petitioner seekine' appropriate

^ciarification or review in this beha.lf. As
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jr-fquaqe of th& order now stafids^wi11 not
* Vs

eiiictian under trie

tjC l.3r
te takina

Corrf-v^VfsDt of Act..

Witf! t.hs«s observations thi.s

pai;.5t:ion is dlsfnissed. Let a ex®y of this^

order be q:i veri tx:) the Isarr^ed cminsel for the

DsS;,it"iorser.

( I . K. RBsaotjrii)

M&3v®KR(A)'

(y.S. Mgilin'sth)
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