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CENTRAL AOMINISTRATIVE TR IBUNAL
PR INC IP AL BENCH
NEW DEIHI
G.P. NO. 107/94
IN
O.gL NO 1549/87

~New Delhl this the 25th day of January, 1995

HON'ELE IR. JUSTEE S. C. MAHUR, CHA]RMAN
HON'BLE Mi. P. T mmUVENGAJAM, MEMBER(A)

Shri Narender Singh, :
R/0 1157, Kucha Iv‘ahaJ anx, )
Chandni Ch owk ,

cee fop licant

( In Pers_on )

Versus .

1 Dr.. A Ps J. abdul Kalam,
Scientific pdviser to the
Minister of Defence .and .
Secretary, Defence Research .
and Development. Organlsaul.on,
Ministry of Defence, -

Govt, of India,
South Bloc k, New Delh i,

24 Prof. Dr. Vinay Jain, _
 ,Director, . g
Institute of Nuc le..ar Med ic ine
‘and Allied Sciences,- )
Lucknow Road, Delhi-54, s s Resp cndents

( By sdvocate Shri Vijay K. Mehta )

O R D ER

shri Justice S. C. Mathur —

The applic ant, Narender Singh, alleges disobedience
by the respondents of Tribunal's juigment and order

dated 18.3.1993 paésed in his O.A. No. 1549 of 1987. -

2, ' In the aforesaid O. A. , the applican'lé, ch,.'allenged-

the order dated 10.8.1984 whereky he was placed

under suspensvioh and the order dated 7.2.1986 by

* %hich the punishment of reduct ioq-in\rénk Was imposed

upon him after drawing disc'iplinary proceediﬁgs. A

- D:.vzsion Benc.h of the Tr ibunal allowed the o.A. and

quashed the szid two orcers observmg, ."he is ent Ltled
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t0 all consequent ial bénefits as he was never punished,
In the draft charge the asgplicant has stated that the
respondents have not restored him to the pbst‘he was
holding when the punishment of reduction in rank was

imp osed upon him, It is' further stated that the
applicant has not been considered far promotion,

Thess two sctions or inactions of the respondents are
alleged to constitute disobediesnce of the Tribunal's

judgment.

3. Inthe reply filed on behalf of the respondents

it has been'stated that in view of the punishment
il_"np0$ed upon the a-pplglcant, he was revertved from the-
post of Tradesman *4A' to Trades-man 'C" and his name
‘was placed at th'e appr r iate level in the seniority
list of Tradesman 'C' and was promoted as Tradesman

'B* with effect from 15.4.1987 on his turn. It is
then stated that some delay eccurr ed' in the implement-
ation of the Tribunal*s order as five departments were
involvéd but now the judgment has fully been complied
with, The complisnce is indicated in the manner :

(1) he has been reinstated to the post of I/Mech/
(Tradésman "A*) weeef.e 7.2.1936; (2) he hag been given
seniority in the grade of Tradesman 'A' wee.f. 25.3.1966;
(3)- reckoning his senicrity in the grsde of Tradesman
'*A' weeofe 1966 he has been promoted to the pos\t of
";Tech.nicalSupeivis or grade II w.e.f. 14.6.1973, the date
from which his junicrs Kewal Krisham and N. K. Arora
were promoted to the said grade; (4) he has been
further promoted to the grade of Chargeman II weeef.

1.3¢1977 when his said two junicrs were promoted; and

M



2
S

(5) lastly he has been pr oﬁ:oted to thé Chargeman
grade~I1 wee.f, 15.3.1993 when his-junicrs Kewal
K ishan and Ne K. Arora were pbanbted. In support
of this plea, order dated 20.5. 1794 has been pleced

as Annexure A—II.

4., It has alsc been sf.ajte& in the reply that
monetary benefits accruing from the afresaid actions
have also been given and’ arrears amount i mg to

Rs.74 ,495/- have been pald “on 30 6. 1994. Copy of
the reCelpt of that ‘date issued . by "the appllC ant

has been placed as’-Annexure 4-IV.

S. . In the rejoinder affidavit the appl:.cant has not
dLSputed the above facts. He has, however, pleaded

in paragraph 4 that vide order dated 22.6.1994 his

pay» in the post of Technical Supervisor grade-II hadu
been fixed as Rs.392/- éer month ira't.hé scale of |
Rs.380-560 wh iie weeof, J_.l.‘lﬂ9.73 the said post had

been given thé scale -éf Rs.425-700. In support “of the
plea he has relied upon orders dated 1.10.19%0 and
‘11.4-.1994? issued from the Ministry of Defence, Gover nment

of India,

6. " With regard to fhe order dated 1.1C0.1990 it has .
been stated in the additional affi.davi-tb of Brig. A.

" Thomas that the same applies to Technm al Supervisor
grade-II wor king in the Directorate General of qUallty
‘Assurance (Department of Defence Producticn and
Supplies} and does not apply to such staff posted. in

. Defence Research and aevelement‘Organisétion where
the épplicant is posted. It~ is further stated that the_

order dated 11.4.1994 of course applies to such staff
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posted in Defence Research and DeveIOpmenf; Organis at icn
but the re-fixasticn of pay has to.-be done. only when
the employee exerc—is‘e;s Optiqn‘referred to inpqragtc—ph
3 of the order. The applicant was‘sen‘t letter dated
10.10,1994 advi»si.ng.hin'z to e);érc ise the option which
‘he refused to receives In his supplementary rej oinder
affidavit the appllicgnt. ha-‘é: dem’.ed refusal of the o

- "letter alleged tO“héve been se_nf. ‘

7o It i’s not neceSSary to go i'n:‘t'c-» the"f'actual‘
controversy of refusal to receive the letter as the
order dated 11.4.1994 was not  in’ existélnqé when the
judgment was rendered by the Tr ibun}‘a"l in the applicant's_
O«A. On the basis: of thg pcéiti:on obtaining .on that
date-all 1:,he reliefs have been given to the applicant,
Th'e. respondents cannct , therefore, be said to be in

contempt.

8, The respondents' plea ‘that order dated 1.10.1990
does not apply to the applicaht is also coj:rect. The
applicant is not .p‘osted in De fence Production and
Supplies Department to which the saig? order relates.,
9 It is also pressed by the applicant thét the
applic‘ant has not been given dUe\ senicrity., It is
not the‘ case Of the agpplicant that sane senicr ity» list
has been issued in which he has not been placed at
the appropriate place, The allegation is vague and
cannct be entertal;.ned. The applicant has not disputed
‘that Kewal Krishaln and Ne K. Arora were junior to him.
In the higher posts the applicant has been promoted

with effect from the date the Sald persons were
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promoted. It is not the case of the gpplicant that
in the higher posts Kewal Krishan and N. K. Arora are.

being shown senicr to him,

10. In view of the above, the application is »

dismissed but without any order as to costs, Notice

issued is discharged.

£ I /K’AAJAa;»
( P T. Thiruvengadam ) ( S. C. Mathur )
Nember (A) Chairman -
\
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