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O.A. No. 15/92

Sumer Singh dpplicant.

verlrsus

Union of India & others Respondents,

t3rivastava, V.C.

Hon. Mr. K. Obayya, ACm. Lembek,

;‘érivastava, V‘Ca )

The applicant who was %orking as assistant
Actounts Officer wv.e,f,. 1.4.1987lhas approached this

Tribunal raising grievance againgt his non promotion,

|
1

It asppegrs that his name was approved by the Director
x
Gsneral New Delhi for promotion gnd after approval

|
by the D.P.C. the promotion order was issued in respect

of certain employess including thé apolicant but te
1

promotion order was withheld and it apogars that the

|
promotion was withheld on the ground that disciplinary

|

procesdings were pending agcinst tﬁe arplicant. The

grievance of t he applicant is that juniors to him

‘\

|
were promoted and he was not promoted though he was
i

Bntitled for promotion with effect

Jjuniors were promoted,

k
2, Counter Affidavit also traanirees that
[

disciplinary proceedings was pending\*gainst him but

e

the chargesheet was served on him onl% on 7.10.1991
A




o -2- | ?‘(

and the charge against the apglicant was in respect

|
! of certain departmental irreg&larities.

i when
i 3. It is evident that/tﬁe applicent was

! promoted there was no charge %heet and so far &s the

) \
charge sheet was not issued t&t:he apnlicant, the

disciplinaly proceedings did npt stert ang without

starting of the disciplinary proceedi ys promotion

could not be withheld.

4. Respondents are direct
\

ed to proamote the

o T

applicant with effect from the date his juniors were

1 )
promoted notionally. No observa[iOn is being made

regarding his disciplinary prOCYedings and punishment

as that will be & fresh cause oée&tion. Let the
!
promotion be made within a,peri?d of three months &ﬁhw

&

the daste of receipt of a copy of%this judgment. NO

|
order as to costs. 1

Shekeel/- Lucknow: dated 23.10.%2.




