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Central Administrative Tribunal ~ Principal Bench 

Or i ginal Application No.3108 of 2003 

New Delhi, this the 12th day of January 1 Z004 

Brij Lal , 

Hon ' ble Mr.Justice V.S . Aggarwal , Chairman 
Hon ' ble Mr.S.K . Naik , Member(A) 

S j o Shri Hukum Chand~ 
R/o Vill : Choma , PO : Palam Vihar , 
Gurgaon , Hal~ yana . . .. Applicant 

(By Advocate: Sh r i U. Sriva stava) 

Union of India , throug h 

1. The Comptroller and Auditor General of India $ 
Bahadur Shah Jafar Marg, 
Ne¥~.• Delhi 

Z. The Director General of Audit , 
Central Reven ues , New Delhi 

3 . The Dy. Dir-ector (Admn.) 
Ojo the Directo r General of Audit , 
Ce ntral Reve nues, New Delhi. 

4. Shr i B.S. Azad 

5. Ms. Raby Kharbanda 
(The respon de nt Nos.4&5 may be se rved 
notice through responde nt No.3) • • •• Responden t s 

Q_ .. .R. ..... .P ..... J ........ R.tQ.R..~.~ .. ) 

The C.'l.ppl icant was engaged a s Gro up 

Stenogr·ap her i n September, 1989 . He was promoted 

Ste nograph e r Gr a de II in Apr· il , 2000 . A me mo was issued 

him in thE-) shape of a show cause noti ce tl··,at a mi s take 

. D-

a s 

to 

ha d 

occurred a nd , tt·Jt:1 re·ror·e, he had to be reverte d. The 

a pplicant represented. On co ns ideration of th e same, it is 

ass erted that he ha s s ince been r e verted . 

z t Th e applicant wa s promote d to the post of 

Stenogr·ap her Grade ·11 vide o rder of 7. '+· 2000 in acco r·dance 
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-z ... 

with the relevant rules and instructions on the s ubject and 

s ubsequently a memo had been i ss ued in ter ms of the 

in s truc ti ons dated 31. l Z. 87. According to the a pplicant ~ 

the s a i d order s o passe d reverting him, i s illegal . 

3 . We are not dwe ll i ng into t hi s controversy beca us e 

in O. A.1 63/200 3 decided on 2.1.2004! a s imi lar ques tion had 

come up f or co ns i derati on befor e t his Trib unal wh ere a 

s im i lar arg um e nt was a dvanced. We find t hat th e promotion 

s o made i s erro neo us and once a mi s take is being co rrected , 

th e r e i s no ground f or thi s Tribunal to interfere. It was 

f urth e r he ld t hat Rule 6 of the r ul e s applicab l e to th e 

appli can t gives th e power to authorities to relax th e 

conditio ns a nd th e re would be no automati c relaxa tion in 

thi s regard . The s aid petitio n had been di s mi s s ed . 

On parity of reasoning ~ ther e fo r e , we find th a t 

the pres ent appli cation mu s t fail and according ly i s 

di s mi ssed i n limine. 

~ -
( S.K.~) 
Member (A) 
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( v.s . Aggarwal ) 
Chairman 




