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IN 'lH~ CE:NXRAL ADHINISX.RA'riVE XRIBU NAL 

JODH.il?UR BENCi, JODHPUR 

D.:ate of order: I 1 4 ( 1---lj-t) f 

OA No.23/99 

Sunil Kumar Sanghi S/o Shri ~.P. Sunghi, working as A.A.P.F. 

Section vJ/U Divisional Account ~Officer, Northern Railway I 

Jodhpur R,/o Pl-ot No.59 t1w.suria Section-7, Near Power Heuse 

Road, J .:Jdhpur. 

APPL ICANX. 

VERSUS 

1. Union of India through the General M•nager, Northern 

Railway, Head-quarter 0ffice£&t Baroda House, New Delhi. 

2. The Divisional Account Officer, Northern Railway, 

JOdhpur • 

• L. Meena, Senior s.o. Traffic Accounts, 

orthern Railway, Jodh~ur. 

RESPDNDENTS • 

. . . . . . . 
None present for the applicant. 

Mr. s.s. Vyas, Cuunsel for the respondents 1 to 3. 

Mr. J .K. Kaushik, Counsel for the respondent No.4 • 

. . . . . . . 
~\ CORAr1 

Hcn'ble Mr. A.K. Misra, Judicial ,M_ember. 

Hon'ble Mr. A.P. Nagrath, Administrative Member~ 

••••••• 
ORDER 

(per Hon'ble Mr. A.P. N•grath) 

'I'he &pplicant Sunil Kumur Sanghi is seeking pay protectio 

or in the alternate, stepping up of his pay at pilr with res-

pondent Nu.4 Shri F.L. Heen«. The a~plicent admits that he 

had earlier filed •n ~ No.90/94 seeking the same relief and 

the same was disposed of vide order dated 14.12.95. The res-

pondents have been directed by that order of the Tribunal to 

review the adjoc promotion given to respondent No.4, and if 
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they came to the conclusion that the same was to be continued 

then the applicant Sunil Kumar Sanghi was «lso entitled to the 

of these orders, the respondents issueJ.the letter diited 23.10.96 

by which the benefit of •dhoc promotion granted to respondent 

No.4 w.e.f. 10.4.90 was ordered to'be withdrawn. The applicant 

clso admits vide order d•ted 14.11.96, the respondents decided 

to refix the pay of respondent No.4 as a consequence of the 

order dated 23.10.96. 

2. Written submission have been filed on behalf of the 

ments m«de in the OA and reply of the respondents. 

·~····, 

1{",}...,_.·~":.~~ .. :;//$. • We hii.d heard the learned counsel for the official rcts-
t_IF //' . -:-., ~\ ~~ 

/( q~{\~' \\'1? ndents •nd calso res,t.;ondent No.4. It was stated by the learned 

~~ \l:i~ )#!A nsel 'fh•t the respondent No.4 had x separately filed an 

·~~0:~;~~-""/~./~-- ch~llenging the action of the respondents of milking re­

~ cover~es frc.:m his pay which h•d been started from the month 

..,l._ 

of July, 2000 in implementation of·the order dated 14.11.96. 

The learned counsel for the official respondents stated that 

the benefit of ii.dhoc promotion given to respondent No.4 h•d 

infructuous. 

4. In view of the letters dii.ted 23.10.96 and 14.11.96 

h•ving been brought dn record by the applicant himself, we are 

not able to ii.ppreci•te •s to which further order has given 

rise to any fre~h c«use of «ction in f~vour of the applicant. 

Only ground taken by the ii.pplic~nt is that desvite having 

issued these orders dated 23.10.96 and 14.11.96, these have not 

been given effect to111, and thus, the cause of «Ction continues 

bece.use the respondent Nq. 4 has continued to enjoy the benefit 

of promotion in his pay fix«tion •nd non-recovery from his p.y, 
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-.nd ·the p-.yments m-.de to him on the basis of •dhoc promotion 

wrongfully giyen to him. 

5. We find that the ~pplic-.nt hsd r-.ised this ple• e•rlier 

also when he filed contempt petition No.45/96, on the ground 

th-.t the respondents had not complied with the directions of 

the Tribunal in DA No.90/94. This contempt petition c-.me to be 

decided on 11.2.98. In par-. 3 of the order, it w•s specific-.lly 

recorded •s under:-

"It is borne out by Annexure R/1, d-.ted 23.10.96, thilt 

the Staff ~Office Order No.135 d-.ted 10.4.1990, by which 

the benefit of •dhoc promotiun &s Accounts Assist-.nt 

WilS granted to Shri F.L. lllleen& h&s been withdr•wn. His 

pily w•s to be refixed -.ccordingly .l' 

Notang the fact th•t the order of the Tribunal h-.d been 

the contem~t petition w-.s dismissed. Obviously 

this me&ns thilt the Tribun•l h•d given • finding th•t the -.dhoc 

promotion gr-.nted to LShri F.L. Meen• h-.d been withdr-.wn. The 

s-.me f-.ct h-.s been st•ted oefore us by the le•rned cOunsel for 

the respondents. We h-.ve -.lso sep&rately decided the OA No.23/99 

filed by Shri F .L. 11eena respondent· No.4, who had challenged 

the order of recovery m•de frcm his sal•.ry consequent to re-

fixation of his p-.y. 'l'his also estiiblishes th-.t the order of 

the Tribun•l h&d been fully im2lemented and th•t p-.y of res-

pondent No.4 in this DA h•d -.ctu•lly been refixed. with these 

f-.cts,obviously no c-.use of -.ction survives in f-.vuur of the 

·~plicant -.nd his ~pplication is li-.ble to be dismissed. 

7. ~'ie, therefvre, dismiss the OA. N0 order -.s to costs. 

(A.P. 
Admn·. 
~ 
Hem.ber 

~\\~\Iii\ .,... \ 
(A.K. Misril) 
Judl. Member 
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Part n and III destroyl!lel, 
tn mv presence on 18.".Vtir 
under the super-<n~!i)n of 
secLc,n officer ),J J aYJ pl§)i' 

orderd~~~~ 
Section officer (~~ 


