
Dt. of ·:)F1~ r: 7. 9. 1994 

: Applicants 

Vs. 

Union of Indi3 & Ors. P~spondents 

I'-1r •. J • I·~ • K3. us h H: : Counsel for applicants 

CORAM: 

H.:,n'ble Hr.1usti·::e D.L • .Mehta, Vice Chainnan 

H:)n' ble l'1r .o. P .Sharm:l, .Hemb~r (P..d.rn.) 
' 

PER HON' BLE t-·~ .. _Tr£Tli:~E D.L.MEHTA, VICE C!-t.~IF.HAN. 

30.9.l'?f37 by 'lrlhich prornotions \-ler•?. •Jiv~~n to 16 persons. His 

vide Anm:.A3 and r~st of ·ther.-, are holJ ing the p.:>::t on ::td ho:>c 

b:lsi~ as mentioned in ~n6~:-.~~~_;;j-':£:teJ.~~JT;9~.12:.-7-; In p3.ra 8 of 

the application 3.lso the nam.;;s of :'~ persons finj place as pro-

th3t they \1ere promoted reg• .. llarly or on ad hoc b3.sis. The 1.:-arne.:J. 

' sub:niss ion on this :p:>int ·:lnj argued that it \o!as the duty .:,f the . 

counsel for the apl:·l icants h"tE" :ilso in~.rited C:)ilr =ttention to .1:\nr..x. 

A-7 dated 10.9. • 87 by 'lr1hich 53 persons MliD':~ incl•.ld ing the persons 

this eztent that the order datr,d 30.·~.'27 sh)uld be applied uni-

in C·3:2e 3.ny person who was pr•)l':luted prior b) 3.11.1987 on a.j hoc 

and he should be a11o~ved b~ ht)ld th"~ pt)2t lil:e similar!~· situated 

persons ar., continuin•J > ~"' 3cplic•nt shall be eni: itled for au 
cc.~nsequ•=ntial b.snefits. ThE re$pr.:'ln:1ents shoulj decide the matter 
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~'ithin 3 P.::'!riod of 3 month!?. from the d·3te .:,f the rEceipt of a 

copy of this order. \·\'ith these directi·:.n~, the o.A. is :lisp.:>se:l 

'p;J-iu{ 
(D. L. t·1e hta) 

Vice Chairman. 
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