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CEl7rRAL l~D!HNISTRATIVE TR IBUNl-'>L 
JODHP\..i"R BBNCH : JODI·iPUR 

" .. 
Original Applications No. 247 & 246 of 2001 

H-. . . 

D q.te of Decision :This is the 'f day of Aug,2CXJ2 

••• 

CCRAH : 

Tl-.te 1~n 1 ble Mr. Gopal Singh, Administrative Member 

The Hon 1 ble i"lr. J .f:::. Kaushik, Judicial Hember 

.... 
Hav1aldar Singh 's;o Sbri Sukhwasi Singh 

aged 53 years, vlatchman, Nuclear PO\>Jer 

Corp·., 1\nushakti Via Kota, Resident oi: 

H/I/3/261/NTC Colony, RAPP, Rav;atbhata. • •• Applicant 
in OA 247,t01 

versus 

1. Union of ·Iooia throUJh tbe Secretary 

to the Government, Department of 

2. 

3. 

! .... tomic Energy, Chatr ipati Shivaj i 

l'iahar aj Harg, Murnbai. 

Hanager ( JR) Nuclear PO\ver Corpoc a­

ti~shakt i, Via l:<Ota. 

D .G .N. Nuc le al3 PoHer Corpor. at ion, 

Anuskakt. i, Via Kot.a. . .. 
••• 

J'ugal Kishore S/o Sllri Narain 

aged 45 years, ~latci'iman, 

Respondents 
in OA 247/01 

Nuclee::.r Power Corp .. Anushc.kti Via Kota 

C/o H/I/3/215 NTC Colony, RAPP, 

i\awatbm ta. • •• Applicant 
in OA 247/01 

versus 
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I 
Union of In:lia_ :t brotigh tl1e- Sec.retarly 

to the Govt -~ Depart;;-erit of hto;rJ.c I 
Energy, :=:natrapati S(~.ivaji t1ah?.raj 

r·!arg, Hurrbai ; 

2. rt.anager (IR) I Nuclear Power Corpora,.. 

tion, : ... nushah.ti \T.ia l<ota. 

3.. D .G .l'-1. Nuclear l?O\'ler Corporation, 

-Anushakti, Via fut a. 

••• 

' ... 
I 

Respondents in 
OA 248/01 

l"ir. Vi j fJ.Y He ht a, counsel for t he applicant~. 
- I 

I··J.r. Ar-un Bhansali, counsel for the respondents 

- - \ .. 
• • • 

- \ 

'] - -
'-' Per .r.-Jr. • ', Gop a l ,SJi ng h : 

I 
. 1· · . . . I . . l d 

n both tnese app ~cat~ons, tne controversy 2nvo ve 

1 -h li I . - . -d - \ h - ' h as a so t e _r:e • ef sot.g- ·1t l s t ne SdlLe an , t:. ere lore, oot 

I the applic<.1tion~ are b eirig disposed of b.Y tlhis common order. 

2. In both these applications filed 

the Administrative -Tribu-na_ls Act, 1985, 

preyed for the foll.ovling reliefs ,-_ 

uooer sect ion 19 of 

8pP~icants' have 

I 

"The respon::lent~ be directed--to give ·benefits of 

ACP scherce and l:urther directed to qi~e uniform, 

s~e.s, towels, soaps etc. and :o rna~~\payrrent 
tnereof for the pe:ciod 1980_ar.oonwards~ 'rhe res-

po~ents be further_di~ected to give tncashrrent 

of Ul'C for three times.- The respondents be fur-. - I 
ther directed to give prorcotion with all consequ-

ential benefits from the:aate of his jJniors were 

given p_r.~~~~-~~_n. 'r_l~irn2_~ned Annexure \A-1 may. 
,. 
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kindly be q:uashed and~t aside. Arry other. 

appropriate order which this Hon1 ble Tribunal 

·deems fit just and proper in the facts arXl cir­

cumstances of thecaseraay kirilly be passed in 

favour of the app liccnt with costs .• 

3. At· the very outset, the learned counsel for the 

applicants subrnitted that be ·will only press for the 

relief regarding grant of benefits un:ter the Assured 

Career Progres_Sion Scheme ('ACP_ Schem=:~' for sh:>rt) and 

not the. rest of the reliefs prayed for. ·Contention of 

the ap:J?licants is that they had put in rriore than 24 years 

of service· at the time when the ACF Scheme was announced 

by the Governnent of In:1ia on 9.8.1999 and, therefore, 

they are entitled to get thiS! t:enefit under the said Scheme. 

Having failed to get their grievance redressed by the 

enployer, applicants have approa<?hed this Triliunal. 

4. Inthe counter, it has·b,een stated bytheresporilents 

tl-et the ACl? Schenle has not been adopted· for implement a-

t ion in t be respordent-departrrent and they are follovdng 

the erst-while ~heme of upgradation. It has also been 

pointed out by'the respon::lents· that both the app.licants 

have got two prooot.iDns till· date, one in 1991 and the 

other is in 2001. It has, therefore, been ur'~d bY the 

respondent:.s that the applicants are not e·ntitled to the 

benefits of p.CP Scheme and, therefore·, the O.As are liable 

to be dism.i ssed. 

5. _We have heard the learned counsel for theparties 
I 

arrl perused the record of t re· casesc arE?fully. 
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6. Our attention has als~been drawn by t-he lear ned 

counsel for the respondents to Para 13 of Corrilitions for 

grant of benefits under the ACP Scheme, annexed to Govern-
; 
r 
' nent of India letter dated 9.8.1999 introducing the PCP 

. I 

Scheme. we consider it _appropriate to r eprod~ce be lov.r Par a 
i 

13 of the Coo:litions for grant of ACP SCheme[ 1 

I 

"13. Existing t .ime-bound promotion! schemes, 
t 

inclUding in-situ promotion seherne, ih various 

Ministries/Departrre nt s may, as per chbice ,contim:e 

to be o~rational for the concerned c ~tegor ies of -~ 

7. 

employees. Hoviever, these schemes, shall. not run } 
r 

concurrently with the ACP SCherre. ThejAdministrative 

Ministry,!Departrnent - not the employers - shall 

have tre opt ion in the matter to· choo~ between 

the two schemes, i.e. exist .ing t-.iine-b!:mnd promotion 

~scheme or the ACp Scbeme, for various~c ategories 

of employees. However, incase of SYlltch-over 

from the existing tin-e-bound promot ioh scheme to 
I . 

the ACP Scheme, all stipulations (viz• for promotion, 
I 

redistribution of posts, upgradation ~nvolving 
I 

higher functiona;L duties etc.) made u*der. the 

forrrer (existing) scherre would cease ~o be 

operative .. The ACP Scheme shall have ~o be adopted 

in its totality." 
I 

It is cleat from above that the departrrents have 
I 
1 

the option to continue with their existing time-bound 
I 
I 

prorrotion schemes or adopt ACP Scheme an:l i~ case of. 

S'ovit h-over from the existing ti;";1e-bound prorn6t ion schen:e 
~ 
I 

to the ACP Scheme ,all st ipula1;ions (viz. for \prori:Ot ion, 

redistr i1:mt ion of posts, upgradat ion invo lv it;Jg higher 
I 

, .... .. - ,. 
fuoct ional d ut ie s etc.) , ma:le under the formsr (existing) 

i 
schetne would cease to te operated. The ACP ~cheme shall 

have to be adopted in its totality. As .has b:een mentioned 

above, the respondent-departnent has not adopted the ACP 

-
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scheme for their employees and they are continuing 

with their existing upgradation scheme. It is also seen 

that both the applicants have got two prorrotions to 

higher grades. Inthe circumstan::es, it has rightly been 

·pointed out by the _respondents that the applicants are 

not e nt it led to get any benefit under the MfJP Scl-eme • 

j ,' .> j 
.' ) .. . ~-/; 

8. · The .:earned counsel for the respOndents has also 

produced befure us a letter dated 8.2.2002, wherein, it 

is reiterated that those employees who are covered under 

NPCIL, upgradations scheme shall not be considered under 

ACP SCheme. This letter has :t.een taken on record. 

\::~;_:~ ~--- -~~;.;.,./ 9. In tOO light of- above discussions, we do oot find 

-........._:~-:__,.:_...// any merit in these applications (OAs No. 247 arrl 248 of 

2001) an::l the sarne are hereby dismissed with no orders 

as to cost. 

- v-1 
(J· • K.Kaushik) 
, Jud l.Member 

mehta 
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r~i!fm:r (~rf;;r=!i} 

~~ 

(Gop~ s!ng h) 
Actm .liiJ.embe,r 


