; « CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL

LU CKi{OW BENCH -
LUCKNOW

0.a.No. 182/92

Surendra Misra - éAgplicant,

versus

l. Union of Irdia, through Secretary,

Ministry.of Textile, Govt,of India,
Udyog Bhawan, New Delhi.

2. Development Commissioner(For
Handi€raft) ,0ffice of Development
Commissioner, Handicraft, West Block
No. 7, ReK.Puram,¥Vew I ellil.

>
i
3. Assgt. Director(Administration
and Co-ordinationm), Carpet Weaving ,
. !ff
ra1n1w07cum-5ﬁrV1ce Centre, 46/3,- _ : i’
uokhale Vlwaf Mar Lucknow, ' ‘
Respordents,
Hon, Mr,8.N.Prasad, Member Judicial, .
The oppllcant hias qoﬁroachoc this ”rlbu4ql U””“L'
section 19 of the Administrative Trlbunals Act, 1985
with the prayer to the effesct that a dirsction be
'

igzued to the respondents to Guash the on@er dated””

[}

3

10.1.1983 vide Annexure A-17, an &for furc% r direction

I

to the responden:s to decide tha‘representation of the-
applicant contained in Annexure No. #«19 to the D.4A.

2, Briefly stated, the facts of the'case,rinteialia,
are that the épplicamt.was ap901wt€o as Storékeeocr—

gum Accounts Clerk in the grade of R 260~ 400 and lastlv”
be office of Carget WEaleO Training

‘,.

40. blleuc, District Muzaffarpur

11nte;v1ewed for the post of Assistant-




X,
. A

in the scale of Bs 330-560 ard was posted aL Jhanrjaipur
and he was directgd to report in tre O%glce of asstt,
Director, Qrketlpg and Service Centre, AJl.HE.B,.,
Madhubani(Bihar) vide Anrexure No.&-1. The applicant
Was transferred within one yzar from there to Loukhsa
vide Annexure A-2. On 31.10.9¢ﬁ£he applicant was
promoted as Investigator in the pay scale of R 1400~

2300 by DPC vide Annexure a-21. The main grievance

of the applicant appears tobe that though as per

Amnerure A-17 that the Deputy Dirsctor(Cane and

Bamboo) posted at Agratalla as the enquiring authority wa,

ct

to enquire into thc Charges against the applicant

[oF]

and the enquiry officer was directed to submit his

Teport within a period of 6 weeks} but even after
A /

expiry of of many ysars, no enquilry report was

submitted and as ouchﬁke applicant sent his

”~ to
represen tctlog(tﬂe Development Commissioner(Handicra afts)

West Block 7, R.K.Puram, New Delhi (Who is respondent
No, 2 in this caoé)qro his represenmtation was sent -
through tegisteéred post under registration No. 241731

dated 20.10.90 as it appears from the perusal of the
i S

postal%eceipt (Vide annexure A—19U)to the gpplication |

but tTe representatlon of Lhe applicant has still

Oeﬂdlng_
not been decided and the same is still lying/with

A

the respondent No.2,

2. Thus, in tbls view of the matter and keeolpg
in view all the facts and circumstances of the cases
and all aspects of the matter, I fing it expedient

that the ends of justice would be served if the

respondent No., 2 is directed to decide the reorese“tatlo

of the applicant a%tec 20, ;O .90 (Annexure A—19IJ£QJLXQ°VGf)
accordanCe with la@A_keeolmg in view the extant rules,

regulatrions and orders in this regard within a period

r
i

pa—
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-~

of three months from tlie date of rgceipt of a'c0py

of this orcer,ard I order accordingly.
: _

3. . The application of the applicant is disposed

of ac above at admission stage.Wo order as to Costs.

Skakeel/ - LuCknow:latecs: 28.4,92.
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