
CENTRî Û  ^An'lINISTRATIVE TRIBUNE'

LUCMOW' EENai.

LUCKNOW

O .A .No . 18 2/92 

Surendra Misrs Applicant.

versus

1. Usion of India, through Secretary,

M in istry .o f Textile, Govt.of Tadia,
U dyo g Bh av; an, N evi Delhi.

2. Development Commissiop.er (Po r . 

Handicraft), Office of DevelopmeBt 
Commissioner, Handicraft, West Block 

No. 7, R.K.Puram,Nev; Delhi.

3 . Asstt,. Director (Administration 
and Co-ordinat,iOKi), Carpet Weaving

T raining^.cum-S ervice Centre, 4 6 /3 , 
Gokhale Vihar Marg, Lucki^ovj.

Respordents.

N

Hon. M r .g .N .Prasad,. Member Ju d ic ia l. ■

The applicant has approached this TrifcuMal UF^der ' 

section 19 of the administrative Tribunals Act, 1985

v-?ith the prayer to the effect that a diredtioa be

issued to thf- r-aspondents to quash the or,der'dated""'

1 0 . 1 , 1983 vide As-ejcure A-l7, aia'd'"for fux'ther direction

to the respondent's 'to decide tte repreaenta-tion of the '

applicaat contained in Annexuxe No..'-A* 19 to the 0 .A .

2. Briefly  stated, the facts of the case,' interalia, 

are that the applicant was appointed as Storekeeper- 

GUm Accounts Clerk in the grade of Rs .160-400, aad lastly 

he was posted 'if̂  'the^,office of Carpet Weaving Training 

Centre A .I .H .B  *>-t Sileut, D istrict I'luzaffarpur

(Bihar)' and he inte;r\ îevv’ed for the post of Assistant- 

cum-Storekeepei' and he-was sel.ec'ted. in the year 1981
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in cne scale o f Rs 330-560 and was posted at Jhanjaipur 

and he was clirect^^ to report in the o||ice  of Asstt. 

Director, Matketing and Service Centre, 

hadhubani(Bihar) vide J^nr.exure Ko.A-i. The applicant 

was tra,r]sferrec vjithin. one year from there to Loukha 

vide Aa^exure A-l, On S l . l Q . ^ ^ h e  applicant was 

promoted as Investigator in the pay scale .of Rs 1400-

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

of the applicant appears tobe that though as per 

ABMe>o:re A„i7 that the Deputy Director(Cane amd

Bamboo) posted at Agratalla as the enquiring authority 

to enquire irato the charges against the applicant 

¥  . aad the enquiry officer was directed to submit his

report within a period of 6 weeks; but eveP after 

expiry 9^  of many years, no enquiry report was

/
submitted aad as suchthe applicaat sent his 

, ^ to f

rep-Lesentatio^the Developmeat Commissioner (Handicrafts) 

West Block 7, R.K.Puram, New Delhi*(^who is resporjdent 

i\To. 2 in this c a s ^  and his represemtatios was sent -

tlirough tegistered post under registration No. 24171 

dated 20. 10.90 as it appears from the perusal of the

postal'receipt (Vide aanexure A-l9((;to the ^ppllcQtloni i 

representation of the applicant has still

not been decided arad the same is still lyiBc/wilif^^' 

the respondent No .2,

2 . Thus, in ttiis view of the matter and keeping

in view all the facts and cireamstances of the cases

and all aspects of the matter, I find it  expedient

that the ends of justice would be served if  the 

respondent No. 2 is directed to decide the representation

of the applicant^ gated^aO^^(A sine> rure

In accordance with lav^ keeping is view the esctant rules, . ' 

regulations and orders in this regard within a period
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of thjTSe months from the date of r'?ic6 ipt of a. oopy 

of this order, aF-d I order accordingly,

3, . The application of the applicant is disposed

of as above at admission stage.No order as to costs.

2-3
Member Judicial, 'fz-

Lu cknow; Dat e d :2 8 .4 .9  2.


