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August 9, 2004 

MA-903/2004 in OA-164/2003 

Present: Shri G. D. Bhandari, counsel for applicant 

Smt. Harvinder Oberoi, counsel for respondents 

MA-903/2004 

Heard the learned counsel for the parties on MA-903/2004 in 

OA-164/2003. This MA has been filed under Section 27 of 

Administrative Tribunals Act, 1985 for execution of the order 
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passed by the Tribunal in the OA, referred to above, on 31.10.2003. 

While the learned counsel for applicant has contended that the 

respondents have taken no action on the direction issued by the 

Tribunal in its order stated above, learned counsel for respondents 

has stated that in obedience of the directions issued by the 

Tribunal, the respondents-department had already considered the 

case of the applicant keeping in view the OM dated 5.5.2003 issued 

by the DOPT. A copy of their reply in the matter had been sent by 

Registered Post, which was not delivered. However, the same has 
It 

subsequently been sent by the Speed Post and the registered AD, 

which was duly acknowledged by the applicant also. Even though 

no date is specifically stated in the acknowledgement, the learned 

counsel states that the same has been delivered on 11.3.2004, 

which, according to her, must have been roeiveö-by the applicant 

prior to the filing of the MA, i.e., on 23.4.2004. She, therefore, 

contends that the applicant is not fair in making an averment that 

no action as yet has been taken by the respondents on the 

directions of the Tribunal prior to the filing of the MA. 
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On the query of the Tribunal as to whether the respondents 

have, in keeping wite pbsvtions made, cqpdred the case 

of th appIcar!  qr ¶y,ç 	bse9ent years, the 	coun 	has 

contended that 	rp9pcflt 	ve oppsderec IWr case for the 

year 2004 alQfl9  With that q p9her apid9 bjt for want of 

vacancy ip  the ct r UjnFr 	ipq, 	as not been possible for 

them to offer her any appoinrppt fl
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sent to 

her, however, crqq nc!'ca tiat iey will be considring 	case 

F 	
çrn W 	

fE; 9ing in view th 	cf t 9M 

dated 6 6 2OO 	09fl 	fpr respondents at the Bar has 

c9fle 	ce of ti pppp 	! $ cQnsidered once 

again for the jçi and 	!' QO in KepIng with the 

instructions on c 0Opo q app9Intnnt 

MA is PP94"I Lqy 


