CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL LUCKNOW BENCH LUCKNOW.
‘ ORIG]NAL-APPLICATION NO: 168/2006.

This the 10® day of April 2006.
HON’BLE MR. JUSTICE KHEM KARAN, VICE CHAIRMAN.
Aditya Asthana aged about 46 years, son of Late J.P. Asthana, resident of 8, Faizabad
Road, Lucknow.

' Applicant.
By Advocate Shri Subodh Dixit for Shri Peeyush Shukla. ‘

Versus

1. Umon of India, through the Secretary, Mimslry ofk Water Resources, New Dellu

2. The Secretary, Establishment-11, Centralk Water Commission, New Delm

, A
3. The Chxeﬁ Engineer, Upper Ganga Basin Organization, Central Water
Commission, Lucknow. .

X s‘a

4, The Supenntendmgn Engmeer (Coordination), Jhanvi Sadan, Indira Bhawan,

Lucknow.
S. The 'Exécutive Enginéer, M.G.D.-11, Central Water Commission, Lucknow.

Responetns. -

By Advocate Shri P K. Srivastava for Shri N.H. Khan. .

Order (Oral)

By Hon’ble Mr. Jﬁstice Khem Karan, Vice Chairman.

Heard Shri Subodh Dixit for Sri Piyush Shukla appearing for the applicant and

Shri P.K. Srivastava for Sri N.H. Khan appearing for the respondents in this O.A. and

also perused the contents of the application and the papers annexed with.

2. The applicaﬁt appears to be aggrieved of order dated 12.1.2006 (Annexure 1)
by V\;hich he was promoted to the grade of Professional Assistant (H.M.) in the pay
scale of Rs. 5000-150-8000 on regular basis in Central Water Comg_iission and of order
dated 30.1.2006 ( Annexure 2) by which he was posted at Dehradun in the said scale.
What he has alleges is that he wanted his accommodation oﬁ the pfomoted post in the
sa’mé establishment at Lucknow but the authorities did not accede to that request and
relie\fed him w.ef. 7.4.2006. The applicant has tried to describe the family
circumstances including - his poor ﬁﬁancial conditions so as to make out acase for his

accommodation at Lﬁcknow. He says that 'he has given represenﬁiiyor the purpose
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but authorities have not taken any decision thereon. The leamned counsel for the
resﬁondents has howéver, tried to say that the request of the applicant for adjusting
him at Lucknow has already been rejected. Sri Dixit states that another representation
has been given iin which the applicant has sfated that he is prepared to forego his
promotion , if he could not be adjusted here at Lucknow.

3. The Tribunal is of the view that there is no point in keeping this petition
pending and in calling counter reply etc. and the purpose may be served if the
authority concerned is asked to reconsider the request of the applicant for adjusting
him here at Lucknow or for considering his request to forego the promotion. The
Tribunal is not expreSsﬁlg any opinion on‘those points and it will be the sole discretion
of the authority concerned to accept or not Ecip‘ﬂlge request .

4. Accordingly, the petition is finally disposed of with a direction to respondent No.
3 namely The Chief Engineer, Upper Ganga Basin Organisation, Central Water
Commission, Lucknow to reconsider the request of the applicant made in representation
datc(i 14.3.2006 (copy of which is annexed at Annexure 6 to the application) within a

period of 15 days from the date the copy of this order together with the copy of the said

representation ,is prbduced before him. No order as to costs. \ X‘N’ ph
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(Khem Karan)

Vice Chairman.



