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Central Administrative Tribunal
Principal Bench

0-A. 1863/92

^ew Delhi this the 25th day of July 1997

Fardinand Kachhap,
S/o Shri Lucas Kachhap,
Directorate of Printinq,

New Delhi.

None present.

Versus

1- Union of India, through its
Secretary,
Ministry of Urban Development,
C Wing Nirman Bhawan.

New Delhi.

c. The Director of Printing
Directorate of Printing '

'B'̂ Wi^no Development,Nem oelhl. """
By Advocate Shri

S.M. Arif,

- --Applicant.

.Respondents.

order (Oral)

None has app.arsd for the applicant even
thouqh thp r;3cocase .as called out t.ice. ps this is an
oid case of 1992 u

17 T,0 , " "• •l"?. -e have, therefore, taken up the ra-e ,
"-lie caoe for

Tinal hearing.

We have carefully perused the record and
considered the submissions made by the 1maae by the learned counsel
"or the respondents.
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The applicant has filed this application
seeking a direction to the respondents to regularise
his services in the grade of LOC fro. 31.7.l9g6 in
ter.s of the judge.ent dated 12.4.W1 .ithout giving
sny cognizance to the penalty of 'censure' ând to
rearrange the seniority a--- aicn rs-i-ky aw alwO other consequential

benefits as a result of the regularisation.

judgement relied upon by the

Union of T.H,-.

^ ^6SZ8§ and connected n a«t)
decided on 12.4.1991, the Tribunal had given the
following directions:

take i.»eii'ate'sLps'r"rf"f' t°
of the applicants as inps^^ services
the staff Selection ro»!i "itli
•so. they Shan i-f°"„ecessarv"°"l
age li.it for appoint'.ent Is iojs
regularisation should Ko „ fu Their
evaluation of their work nnw of thethe annual confidential rtorjf"'
directed by the Suorpmp r" T •'
Jain's case. Court m Dr. a.K.

\ regularised;^ theTUen
\ the post of LDCs to their k! '~®^®f~ted from
^ Group'O' category. substantive posts in

to the protecti^^ ^of^^oar^ entitled
including increments in allowances,other hen\fits"":3:Lslhir°
employee. o a regular

the ohoye''dLlMiOTrwithin"'a '̂"'"
•ohths fro. the date of receipt''of"f°h-°'

ticeipt of this order.

The respondents in t-hpir-
" their reply havesuh.itted that in accordanoe „ith the directions ,iv,„

hk the Tribunal in they
had consulted the SSC which had given age re, v

yivtn age relaxation
and agreed for requlflricd-rr /

9uiarisation/appointment of all the

I
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persons except (i) those »ho were educationally not

qualified for the post of LDC in the Central

Secretariat Clerical Service(CSCS) and(ii) those who
were not found fit for regularisation in the CSC3 on

the basis of the evaluation of their work and conduct.
From the reliefs prayed for by the applicant himself.
It IS clear that the applicant had been given a
penalty of 'censure' which he has prayed may be
ignored while dealing with his case in terms of the

judgement of the Tribunal in Ved Prak;.^h » np.
(Sufiral. After perusing the record in the case, we do
not consider that any further relaxation, as prayed
for by the applicant, is justified and we are
satisfied that in terms of the order in O.A. 668/88
and connected cases, the respondents have considered
the case of the applicant for regularisation.

result, we find no necit in this
application. The sa.e is accordingly dismissed. No
order as to costs.

Lak.shmi Swaminathan)
Member(j)

'SRD'

(S.R. ^dige/
Member(A)


