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Hon'ble Shri R.K.Ahooja, Plamber(A)

Applicant who is an £x-Air Force Sergeant
Grada-n claims that he had initially come on

deputation to the Aviation Research Centre (ARC)
under the Cabinet Secretariat as a Junior Technical
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Officer Grade..II on 3.2.1980 and had uorked in that
capacity tin 3.2.198d. He cane for afurther tern of
deputation from 16.7.1984 to flay, 1985. He alleges that

in tihe ARC in the same capacity*
on a promise for absorption on the A

na took retirement from the Air Force. Houever. after he
underuent the formality of en intervieu uith the ARC, he
„as Offered Hie post of Ounior Technical Officer Crad^ll.
Having resigned from the Air Force, he had no option but to
accept the same. Later, the respondents, in order to
favour some chosen officials decided that lunior Harrent
Officers (J-Osl from the Air Force, Jio -ere -orking as JtO
Grade-ll could be considered for appointment as a 3T0 Grade-I.
As aresult three Cv-IAF officials -ho -ere Junior to him in the ;
IAF, -ere made OTD Grade-I in preference to him. He allages
that repeated repiesentatim at various levels, even that of
the Cabinet Secretary, for not giving him anpointment in
accordance -ith the one held by him as a deputationist and
according to the promise given to him, and in parity -ith
his juniors in the IAF evoked no response whatsoever
constraining him to approach this Tribunal.

2, The respondents controvert the allegations Of the
applicant. They state that no promlsB whatsoever was given
to the applicant that he would be absorbed as DTfl Grade-I.

u/hen the applicant had come on deputation, he was only adjusted

against JTO Grade-I post for the purpose of drawal of salary
and allowances. Further more, the requisition to the IAF

was made only for JTO Grade-II and his record was requisitioned

from the Air Force only on that basis. The respondents also

refute the claim of the applicant that his juniors in the

Air Force were made 3T0 Grade-I, as only those who w8*b in
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tH. hlghsr rank of Dunlor Warrant Officer in the Air
Force were considered for 3T0 Grade-U The aoplicant held
the rank of Seargent, a looer appointment in the Air force
30, ,as thus not eligible for coisideration for direct
appointment as aTTO Grade-I. The respondents also |
submit that in accordance uith the Ncruitment RolbS
framed later, the applicant uas also considered for promotion
to 3T0-I but since he did not come up to the laid doun
minimum standard, he u^as not upgraded. |

3. ue have heard the counsel on either side. Oi
consideration of the arguments on either side and the
pleadings on record, ue find that the applicant's case
has no merit. The applicant came to the ARC of his oun
„iU and uas offered the post as GTO Gr.d^H uhich he
accepted. It is also not denied that ell those T" Grada-IIa

1 fn he iunior to him were in factuihich the applicant claims to be junior

nold^g e nigher rank hi the Air Force. The applicant was
,lso ccneidered for promotion but uae not found upto the
pork. The learned counsel for applicant laid stress tuo
points. Firstly, that the applicant had been uiorking as

3T0 Grad^I on deputation for a period of fi«e years and
that it is a matter of common sense nobody uiho

had uork.d in a higher position uould opt to uork in a louier

rank. Obviously, the applicant must have been assured

of his permanent absorption in ARC as OTO Grade-I otheruiiae,
he uiould not have given up his career in the Air Force

where he uias due for promotion in his own trade as Ounior

Warrant Officer. We are unable to ggree with this reasoning.

The considerations for leaving the Air Force and joining the

Civilian establishment include a longer service 1*gn and
Contd V*"



Ok-

higher age of rotlromont, lessor number of transfers and j
lesser regimentation and discipline. The applicant himself j
sdmits that no uritten assurance or offer mas made b,
respondents to him that he mould be appointed as 3T0 Grade-I
c permanent absorpticn. If the applicant canted to make
sure, ha should haoe uaited before resigning his position
in the .ir Force, for en offer of appointment as a 3T0 Grad^I.
Ue obserue that he resigned from the Air Force uith effect

from 31.7.1985 and joined the ARC in October. IGejT and
was offered an appointment order in ARC only on 07.10.19^.
Thus, he mas already out ^ the Air Force uhen he aopeared
for the interuieu for the purpose of junior Technical
Officer Grade-" i"

3. Shri a.B.RaUal. learned counsel for applicant also
contended that persons junior to the applicant hod been
givmn appointment as 3T0 Grad^I. The contention her.
is that the promotims in yarioua technical trades in lAF
take different time spans depending on the number of
uacancij'es of Junior darrant Officers. The promotions
in some trades are slou because of smaller cadres uhile

in some other trades, promotions are much faster. Learned

courjael for the applicant submitted that certain

Junior tjJarrant Officers who had lesser length of sprvice

in the Air Force, mere appointed as DTO Grade-I in preference

to the applicant. Be that as it may, appointments

had to be made on the basis of rank held in the lAF and not

on the basis of relative length of service. Those

appointed mere admittedly in higher rank even though they

may have had lesser length of service in the Air Force. . ..

Therefore, they coul_ not be considered junior to the

applicant. Hence, this argument of the learned counsel for

the applicant cannot stand.

Contd, ...5/-



1

r- '<
"r •

L

/rao/

- 5 -

4, We find that the applicant had been duly considered

for promotion. He has mentioned certain griewances about

the cut off'point in two different selections and that this

had also resulted in an adverse observation by the Director,

ARC, We see no reason to go into this aspect, since

the relief which the applicant seeks is that he should be

appointed as 3T0 Grade-1 from the date he wSs appointed

initialxy as 3TC Grade-II in the ARC,

5, In the light of the abowe discussion, finding no

merit/case for intervention, we dismiss the appeal.

Parties will bear their own cos^*

(R,K,AHO^A) (MRS, LAK3HMI Sw AMI NATHAN)
[»IEI»BER(3)


