CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL PRINCIPAL tENCH
C.PiNow 65/2000

0A No.2412/94 |
New Delhis: this the 3 day of August, 20004
HONTBLE MR.S.R.ADICGE,VICE CHAIRMAN (A) .
HONTSLE DR, AVEDAVALLI,MEMGER (3)

Jagdish Prasad \Iermaff
8/o Shri Jagan Nath,
Chief Booking Clerk,
Northern Railways
Nizamuudin,

Neuw uel hi .

R/0 3 E~35, Nehru Nagar,
GhaZiabad (w ) e8¢ 88 $51§ Caﬁ'ﬁi{

(3y Adwocate: Shri G.J0;IBhandari )

Versug

1. Shri S.p.Mehta,
General Manager,
Northern Railuay,
Baroda House,

New Delhi

2, shri Rakesh Chopray

Divl.Railuay Manager,

Northern Ralluay,

State Entry Roady

New Delhi sesssRaspondents,

(By Adwocate: shri RVL/Dhauan )

ORDER
Mrs SeReAdLceyVC(A):

Heard both sides on C,P.No.65/2000,
2 By the Tribunal's order dated 23,8,99, Taspon oents
vere directed to consicer in accordance with rules and
instru ctions) applicantifs case for prome tion
to the grede of CBS (R.2000-=3200) uith all consequen sinsi
benefits with effect from the date his immediates Jjunioy

was so promo tede




3 Pursuant to the above direction, responuenis
have issued order/notice dated B846,2000 (Annaxyrewiet’

and dated 2156&2000(AnnaxureéR52) placing applicant and

the provisional panel of Cu8S (s, 20003200/ 6500=10 500}
at item Nos12 A ot the panely In this connection

in Notice dated 21,6,2000 responaents hove stated
that applicant was auarded WIT punismment of 2 yeoore
on 9%i6,95 and punishment of WIT ore year on 30,6, 9%
and subsequsntly on his appeal the punisment o

WIT one year was reauced to 6 monthes WIT and nence ba

fiY]

could not be promoted as CHBS on 28,12,95 on which datb
his junior Shri Ram Oak Singh was so promoted, ans

was eventually promoted only on 146498,

4o During arguments Shri Bhandari -ontesteg
responden’cs"' assertion that applicant had oeen
punished with 2 years! WIT with aftect From B¢ 6o 95
contending that applicant had never veem served uith
the punishment order but we find that the copy o+
punistment order is pasted in applicanéiz.*s Servi tte
book, and there is also mention of the same in reRaTE
o applicant's pay fixations: Furthemore,applican &
had also challengeu this assertion in his representd tion
dated 20,8098, to which respondents sent reply to fe
applicant, pointing out the vigilence cas=e in whieh
the punistment was oraereds Copies of applicantte
representation cateo 2048,98 anu regpongents! reply

dated 27.8,98 are on records

Se In the light of the above, it cannct be said
that respondents have wilfully and deliberately

disobeyed the Tribunalts order dated 23,8,59,
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