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CENTRAL ADMINISTRAT IVE TRIBUNAL
ALLAHABAD BENCH

(riginal applicatien No. 103 eof 1992

Jagdish Narain Dwivedi sees &pplicant
Versus

nien ef India and Others «eess Respondents

CORAM 3

Hen'ble Mr, Justice UL, Srivastava, V.C
Hen'ble Mr. K. (bayya, Member (i)

( By Hon. Mr, Justice U.C. Srivastava, V.C. )

Despite service of the notices no ceunter
affidavit has been filed on behalf of the respondents
as such now the case is being dispesed of finally,
more so the applicant atpresent desdres that the
representation filed by the applicant may be disposed
of . Altheugh the applicant has claimed number of
reliefs but ene of the relief which has been claimed
by the applicant is that the respondent ne.l be
directed te dispose of the representatien/appeal eof
the applicant dated 3.11.86 by passing a reasoned
order expeditieusly and after givingpersenal hearing
to the applicant. Froem the facts stated by the

applicant it appears that the State Gevernment has
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alse appreached the Central Government for dispesing

of the representation.

2. The applicant has challenged the validity
of Rule 3 of the Indisn Agministrative Services

(Regulaticn ef Senierity ) Rules, 1954 that is why

the seniority is assigned when an officer is pested
* as I .~.S Officer on prebation. The applicant in,
this case who ¥a# initially belenged to the State.-
. rxisd scrvice has claimed particular year of allot~
& ment and & censequent seniority and that is why he
- has preferred a reépresentation which has not been

disposed of .

3. Heowever, we direct the respendent ne.l to
} _ dispose of the representation filed by the applicent
8 by @ speaking order within @ period eof 3 months
. from the date of communication ef this exder. It
& will not be obligatory on the respondent no.l to
give a persenal hearing, but it will open feor it

to give personal hearing,
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Dated; 4th November, 1992:
(Uv)




