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CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNA
PRINCIPAL BENC N\

O.A. m0.1553 CF 2003
New Delhi, this the 5th day of February, 2004

HON’BLE -SHRI - JUSTICE V.S. AGGARWAL, CHAIRMAN
HON’BLE SHRI S.A. SINGH, ADMINISTRATIVE MEMBER

Shri Roshan Lal Verms
S5/0 Om Parkash Verms
R/o 205, Pocket G-28,

Sector-3, Rohini, Delhi.

...Applicant
{(By Advocate : Shri V.X. Raina)
Versus
1. Govt. of NCT of Delhi,

Through

Chief Secretary,
Delhi Secretariat,
I.P. Estate,

New Delhi.

2. The Secretary (DGP'lLGS),
Govt. of NCT
Delhi Secretariat,
I.P. Estate,
New Delhi.

3. The Development Commissioner,
Office of the Development Commissioner
Govt. of NCT,
5/9, Under Hill Road,
Delhi.

1. ‘The Controller of Accounts,

Principal Accounts Officer,
'B’ Block, Vikas Bhawan,
I.P. Estate, '
New Delhi.

«+...Respondents
(By Advocate : Shri Vijay Pandita)
ORDER (ORAL)
SHRI JUSTICE -V.S. AGGARWAL:-
Though in the Original Application, the
applicant was seeking that he should be promoted to

the post of Grade-IIJ {DASS)/Upper Division Clerk from

1983, the said relief hsas since been granted during
the pendency of the present Application. Therefore,
the sole controversy before us is that if the

applicant is entitled to the consequential benefits in
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CHAIRMAN





