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CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL
MIW,P NCIPAL. BENCH

~__OA No. 1733/2001 and”,
“ OA No.1931/2001.
OA No. 2000/2001

Hon'ble Shri. Justloe V.S ggarwal Chalrman

Hon'ble Shri Gov1ndan S Iampl, Member(A)

1. OA No.1733/2001 - ' '

[J K. Jain

- 'S/0 Shri Jyoti Prasad Jaln .
Resident of Ladpur, Raipur Road;

| Dehradun ceo b a

Applicant

. 2. OA No.1931/2001

'Anll Kumar Gupta :
S/o late Shri C.B. Gupta
R/o 12, Tapovan Enclave
Aamwala Tar fa, Dehradun

- 3. 0A No.2000/2001

Bhopal Singh .
s/o late Shri Laloco :Si
Resident of 60, Aryal:nagar

Block I1I, Dehradun - Applioant‘é

(Shri Rajesh K.Sharm
applicants) :

© versus

r
L

Union of India, through
1. Secretary “
Ministry of Defence

South Block, New Delhi

I

"

i

2. Scientific Adv1sop

:'to Raksha 'Mantri
Deptt. of Researohx& Development Organlsatlon

Sena Bhavan, New‘D%lhl

3. Director ’ -
Instrument Resean%p & Development
" Establishment Raipur-.

Dehradun (Uttranch e : ,quespeﬁdeﬁtén




AJustipemVLS,Aggarwaldng

" the controversy 1s 1dent10al'

_Iﬁdia and others.

~post of Chargema

" promotions were ma

"had been Cancelf

- the decision in

" 21.8.1997.

By virtue of the:

By this common order, we propose to dispose of the
all three appllcatlons, namely OA Nos. 1733/2001 1931/2001
and 2000/2001 1nvolV1ng the'common controversy. Since

l ] .
we are taklng the facts

from OA No.1733/2001 iri the case of J.K.Jain V. Union of

o

2. The apollcant had J01ned the serv1ce in the year

'1966 He was rede51gnated as. Tradcsman *A’ and promoted

as Chargeman I1I and:then promo*ed as Chargeman II agalnst
a Tegular Vv
nexf promotion was'a selectlon post ef Chafgeman
was promoted wit: Iin 1995 " the
'was redes1gnated as Senior Technical

Assistant. From Lg'Bm_the system was changed and further

after the 1nd1v1dual was assessed by

the Central Asses»é‘.‘ment Board looklng at his performance,

work ability, Annual.ConfidentlaL Reports followed by an
‘-‘xil\: . .

interview. The applicant was given promotion and he has

been working asyfechnical.Officer 'A', He was gerved

with a show oauseﬂnotlce dated 1.6.2001 indicating that

this promotion a‘HChargeman I and Technical Officer A’

This,was being done in pursuance of

“Harnam Slngh and others

Union  of India
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. .+ -~of the orders dated 1,12:1999 and (10.7.2001 and for a

declaration that the promotion of ithe applicant should

1'hot be cancelled. i
b b

3. The applioatioh{hdg been c&htested. It has been

'ﬂpointed that the presentxgpplicatiah is not mainﬁainable

, becausé the order had beeﬂ>passed'in compliancé of this

e ' |

Tribunal's order of 21.8.1997 in OA No.835/1996 in the

f c§se|fo Harnam Singh andféthers (sﬁpfa) and the order of

"

]'%g21ﬂ332001 in OA No.437Z%QOO.in the: case of J.K.Jain - v.

fﬁUhion of India and batﬁh. The iquements 'had' to be

i

i L

recision M
. oo
I

'of Chargeman Grade I,f

..this process, the pf many individuals -~ in

. they were reverted ¢
sanctioned strength in

Some of the similarlyfsituated pérsons approached the

;hdch gradéacould not be exceeded.

i

Mumbai Bench of the Central Administrative Tribunal in

the case

Union of India and

of Mrs.SobhajA and anr.V.

" others

. R L
interest of natural jus:

‘issued . to the concerned

‘order. should - be pass

7‘béugég»notiCés to the a ﬁliddnﬁs

judgements .

edhanics and review of -
‘omotion Committees for the posts

istant Foreman and Foreman. . In-

tishmehts“héd to be postdated fbr

ﬁe lowenﬁbost since - the -total.




ﬂ[fmdismissed. the. applloatlons. :Itﬂq

:‘;d

.continues to work ! interrupted

Lordrnarily is not toifbe reverted, but herein the

;of the said decls1onj
f(supra), this Tribund

'che respondents dat

gis.stated that there is

no merlt in the appllcatlon.

4, The learned counsel forél at the

outset had contended that afterlso many years of their

working at higher posts, presently they cannot~ be
. , . ,1 . by
dlreoted to be reverted 1n this regard

h : : (‘
v s, -

5. The normal rulei of codrse is that a person who
v ; [ : . . :

for long period,

respondents ~action ‘isd based onfa dlrectlon of this

: Trlbunal in QA No. 835/1996 given on 21, 8 1997 By virtue

of Harnam Sangh & Ors.

direction was given ;0 convene a review Departmental

4 i

:Promotion Committee as per the:rules and to consider: the

t
on the line of the ad

. | .
‘'situated Precision Mechanl cs. - Actlng on the same,the
respondents had prooeeded but in the subsequent

litigation, the Mumbal Bench of this Tribunal had

.(directed that before ny‘such order is passed 1t wOuld

bef'

the Mumbar

ﬁon taken 1n the case of 31m11arly.




‘... ..8how  _cause notice even ,,hva_d;-_,b_een .issued and. thereupon the

J

aorderszpare being passed as _per theﬂdlreotlons . of 4this_

‘;&fibunal. Once it is so, the appl cants indeed cannOt

lolaim- any procedural dev1at10n or a r1ght merely because

they are holdlng the posts for such a.long tlme._-

it

I
. . Lo
v i

6. A review Departméntal Promotion Commlttee took

iplaoe as a result of the dlreotlonstof this Trlbunal We

u‘ .

pfape: 1nformed that these orders as a ‘result of wh1ch thls

g exerc1se has to be done“have bee; upheld. - Once the

rev1ew Departmental Promotlon Commlttee was held with the

permlss10n of ' the oourt : necessérily' the applicant5~

“Mechanics and

.Pfomotion Committees.

Vbe postdﬁﬁed:aﬁd some had to be

imany individuals had t

Eteverted. All the appl1oants hereln were given show

~'1|"

cause notices and theﬁeafter oonsidering the same, the

v

reversion orders had been passed There-is, .therefore,

no illegality to prompt us to 1nterfere.

rcatlons, namely VQQA.«

belng ‘w1thout

1931/200

Nos 1733/2001 and 20‘0/2001

11.
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