- IN THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL
e _ A PRINCIPAL BENCH:NEW DELHT v

e ; ; : %

0.4 7J38/92 o : Date oft decision :29.07.83
Shri Jai Kishsan Goel , ..'Pétitioﬂér
: ; vVersus i :
Unlon of India ‘ .« .Respondents

CORAM : - ; ‘ : :
"‘ . HON’BLE MR. I.K. RASGOTRA, MEMBER (A)

For the Petitioner : Shri R.V. Sinha, Counsel
For the Respondents: Ms. Jasvinder Kaur,eCounéeI

1 : e JUDGEMENT

‘We have heard the learned counsel for both §££né"

; : : . parties. The case of the petltloner in brlef 1s that whxié”H

: rtihye pet1t10ner was working as WOrk Ass1stant at Delhi, he wasl‘»‘
transferred to Faridabad vide ‘order ‘dated x§.12.1991. f‘Th@':
said order was issued by the  Supreintending Enginéef;;?
C.P.W.D. on compassionate grounds at‘the reguest Qf‘ the

. petitioner. When he reported'fof duty at Farjdabad'to.'the
Executive Engineer, (Respondent No.I) he addressedVa_'L§ttef
on i6.12.1991 _to the Supreintﬁnding Enéineerj stating Q#Eﬁt';fi

e : " there was no post of Work Assistdnt in his Office and‘GEhat?

the pétitioner should be adJusted in another su1tabie Vacancyfv
eLsewhere.v Slnce, he' was not allowed to Jjoin duty, ;pgf
petitioner fepreSented 'tof the Additionéli Dipectoéf Gener;l ; '
(Works)'oﬁ 6.1.92 ‘requesting that he Should be.adjuéﬁéﬂ“fat 
Faridabad itself. The petitioner made anpthpr péﬁreseﬁf&@ibgpf
to Direcfor General (Works) . oh 22.1.1992, féilowéd» i&'{bei'

(g

another letter dt.3.3.1992.

£ PSR R ; &
indicate the . petltloner addressed the ~Ce Uroliing. o

- Authority, Supérintendi C.P.D.
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Sinha, Lea: ‘ e . :
nha, Learned counsel for the petitioner"howeve$ eubﬁi%é“
: : 3 ! 2 AT U A
that the petitioner had made personal contaci Qifh;’ihe'ﬁ

Superintending Engineer but, that was of no avall

The respondents admit that that there was-no boséﬂ
available at Faridabad where the petitioner could be' posted
as Work Assistant, the transfer of the petltloner was ordered i

as it was expected that one addltlonal post of Work Assraxant

would be sasnct1oned Since the creation of the new post,did:f';

not materialise, the petitioner could not be adJustd
Faridabad - The respondents, however, vide thelr order da%edy
30 3 92 issued an order posting the' pet1t10ner as Hor'

Assistant in the Office of the Superintending’ Engineer;

€.P.W.D, Circle VI, Delhi Administration. The copy of said '

order is also endoreed‘ to the petitiener{ The 1earnedf
cehnsel for the petitioner, however, sﬁbmits that ihishefdef
has not been served on - the petitionepiand ¥t camev.t6~ ther
notice only after the counter affidavit was fileQ"bf the
Respondents. g remains tﬁet even after f.the‘u
counter-affidavit ‘was filed on 27th May, 92 the petitfbnerA

has not joined duty in accordance with the order. of the

respendents.

After having peresed the record and ‘heerdv the
learned counsel for ‘both the part;ee, I am of the tep?niop
that after the respendente had issued the ordef, postieg the
petitioner in ' the Office of the S.E. C.P.W.D. Ciroia VI,

Delhi Administration there is no case for agitation for the

petitioner. It is for him to join the post.whefe he‘hds‘beeni;;,

: poeted and to seek regularlsatlon of the perlod of abgence

The only direction . thatl can be given is that if he appt}es




for Eegularisatibn_tor'ihe period of absence, the

W shall take decision with expedition sb't§$i7gﬁy‘gﬁb

M ' pay become due tc him is paid.

With the .above observations, Lthéfﬁpétit,
& 4 A (.(‘

disposed of. This will not preclude. the petitioner from

seeking posting at Faridabad on Compassionate basis asylpefgﬂf‘

the rules/instructions on the subject. No costs. g
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