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CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL,
MUMBAT BENCH.

Oniginal Application No.413/2001.

Thursday, this the 27th September, 2001.
Hon’ble Shii B.N.Bahadutr, Member (A).

Antony Ben,

Tally Clenrk,

Embarkation HQ Mumbadi,

Docks Branch,

179 P. D’Meffo Road,

Mumbai - 400 001. .+ JAppLicant.
{By Advocate Shrdi K.S.Kallapura)

V.

1. Undion o4 India, through
the Secretary,
Mindistry of Dedence,
South Block,
New Delhi - 110 001.

2. The Quartewumasten General,
Anmy Headquartters,
DHQ PO,
New Delhdi - 110 011.

3. Colonal Ranjit Prasad,

Colonat Commandant,

Arohan Mukhyalaya,

Embarkation Headquarters,

P.B. No.337,

Mumbai - 400 0071, + + « Redpondents.
{By Advocate Shai R.R.Shetty
4o0n Shaedi R.K.Shetty)

ORDER _ (ORAL}

Shai B.N.Bahadur, Member (A).

This 48 an application made by the Applicant Shai Antony '
Ben, Tally Clerk at the Embarkation Headquanters, Mumbal Docks
Branch in Mumbai. This Organisation is unden the Ministwy o4
Dejence o4 the Union Government. |
2. The applicant has come to this Tribunal seeking the
bollowing relieds :

"la] This Hon’ble Tribunal may be pleased to order/direct

the respondents Lo pay compensation 4in respect o4
E%j;ompuzéoay duties imposed on the applicant and carried
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out by him till {4iling ob this application not monre than
$ive Lakhs on more amounts bound  suitable  and
appropriaie by this Hon'ble Tribunal.
{b) Pending hearing and 6Lnd£ disposat of zthe
Application, directions may please be issued o the
Respondents to specify zthe duties o a Tally Clerk at

part with othen govennment ornganisationsd and restrnict the
duties o4 the Applicant to that o4 a Tally Clerk."

3. I have perused the papenrs in the case {filed on behatl) ob
both sdides, and have heard Learned Counsel f$or +the Applicant
Shd K.S.Kallapura, and Shiti R.R.Shetty for Shri R.K.Shetty 4or
the Respondents. The facts, as gleaned 4$rom the above, are in a
short compass, in that, the applicant has a grievance which
could be described 4in two parts viz. the $irst being that the
duties of Tally Clenk d&e 4an too onerous and unfpairly heavy and
that it 44 necessary Hor the respondents to prescribe clear-cut
duties o4 Tablly Clenks. This point was argued sitrenwously by
Leartned Counsel Shii Kallapura with nreference to the duties as
Listed 4in the documents produced by him at page 12 and 13 which

carties the heading "Duties of Tally Clerk”. The second part o4

- the grdlevance is that the duties o4 Tally Clerhs should be

comparable to the duties o4 similarly placed persons in othenr
Organisation Like Bombay Port Taust etc. as described in para 5
od the OA.

4. Learned Counsel for the Applicant made the point zthat the

duties are extremely harsh and specially pointing out to the '

Last clause i.e. Clause No.16 on page 13 o4 the adoresaid
document which reads as "Any other duty as assigned by their
Ssuperdion authority”. This clause Shii Kallapura 4elt was o4 a
very open—handed 4in nature and hence unfair. Shri Kallapura
then took me over para 5 of the 0A to point out how the duties
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o4 Tally Clerk .in BPT were, and what woxrk they wene asked 1o do.
5. The atand o4 the Respondents in their written statement od
reply aﬁd as taken by thedir Learned Counsed in argument is that
the Applicant .46 not doing any extra work and .is doing normal
duties Likre other Tally Clerks. It is aleso podinted out that the
duties of Tally Clerks have been in force since 1947 and that
the appziﬁanz and other persons placed 4~Like him have been
performing these duties. Hence, the §iling of this OA agter 12
yeans 44 questioned. |
6. It {6 also the contention of the Respondents tﬁaz this is a
matter of policy and this cannot be made as a grievance bedore
the Tribunal/Count o4 Law. Furthenr details are incorporated by
Respondents in their written statement of reply.
7. I have caredully considered the wméttén pleadings made on
behal$ of both sides and the arguments made before me by Learned
Counsel fon the #eépectiue sides. After careful consideration,
I can JAmmediately come to the conclusion ithat there .44
absolutely no 4orce 4in the Application made. To qQuestion that
the woxrk prescribed 4or a particularn category o government
dervant 445 oo harsh as it i6 a kind o4 a grievance that lcannot
Lie bedore this Tribunal. It 48 a point correctly made by.
Respondents that this is in the nealm o4 policy and I would
certainly not consdider it as a part of Tribunal's work ito Lay
down what kind orquantum o4 work should be presciribed dorn any
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government servant on set of government servants. Sufpice Lt to
say, that a perusal of duties does not Lead one 1o the
conclusion that any illegal or arbitrary or unreasonable wonrk
has been Listed among the duties.
8. SLmLﬂaﬁey, I have carefully considered para 5 o4 the OA. Iz
48 not the function o4 the Traibunal to compare the work Load and
Job charts o4 various categories o4 pe&@onnaﬁ. in dibdberent
government organdisations. No fdurther detailed arguments are
necessarny to dismiss this contention.
9. In fact, I am constrained +to comment zthat this bkind od
appé&cat&on Lies within the realm o {$rivolous £L£Lgat£oﬁ which
people Like the applicant should be well advised o avoid.
10. I{, however, it i4 ever the case o4 the applicant ithat he
has some grievances personal to him, Lt L% open 4or him to make
such grievance to his superiorn authorities who willd Look .Jinto
his grievances and decide his application, on merits and in
accordance with Rule. However, no directions can be given *o
Respondents even in regard to representation.

T1. The OA i4 dismissed. No costs.
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(B.N.BAHADUR |
MEMBER (A] -



