IN THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL : HYDERABAB BENCH
AT HYDERABAD

RA. No. 91/2000
in
0A.No.1079/1999 Date of order: 16-2-2001

Jetueen:

Ths General Mamager,
Ordnance Factory Project,
Yeddumaidaram - 507 205,

Medak (A.P.)
A +ss Applicant/Respordant

A nd

1. 5hri maruthi,
Ordmance Factory,

Yeddumailaram,
Medak, W.p, ...Responoent/Applicant

2. K.A.KiShan RaU,
M5 Maintemance, Ordrance Factory,

{eddumailaram, Madak, A.P. .. .Respo ndent/Respo ndant

Counsel for the applicant/respondent : firs,P.Madhavi Devi,Addl.CGSC

Counsel for Respordent-1/Applicant : Mr.y¥Jagapathi,Adyocate
Counsel for Respordent-2/Respondent : fr.P.MNaveen Rao,Advocate
CORAM :

THE HON'SLE MR.B.5.JAI PARAMESHWAR : MEMBER (JupL.)

THE HON'BLE MR.M.y. MATARAJAN : MEMBER (ADMN.)

. v

0r der

(Per Hon'ble Mr.8.5.Jai Paramashwar,m(J))

Haard-@fé.P.Ma&haui-Deui, learned standing counsel
for the applicant in the RA and Mr.VvJlagapathi for the
applicant in the 0A and Mr,Ramesh Por Mr.P. Naveen Rao for

" the Respondant to,? in the OA.
2. During the courss of this order the parties are

referred to according to their position in ths original

application.
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3. The applicant and respord@nt m.2 wara warking in

the respondent m.1 factory. The applicant claim@d to De
physically hapdicaped persen. Likewise the respondent m.?2
@@im’;;j to.be physically handicaped person. The
respordant m.? is sanior to the applicant. The applicant
had submitted a representation to the Respondent-1 factory
bringing to the motice that the rext promotionmal post
Supervisor NTU Storas be reserved for a physically handicapad
person at the roster point mo.34., The applicant submitted
that respondant Pactory promoted the Resporndent mo.? to

the promotional post of Supervisor (NT) Stores against

roster point m.34.

4. Ouring the course of this order we formed an opinion
that the respondant m.1 factory should have waited for the
decision of the board (Appellate authority) as regards tha
status of the applicant as well as the respondent mo.2 befors
promoting respondent mo.? to the post of Supervisor NT Stores
against roster point 34 and formed an opinion that the
raspondent ro.1 factory unmecessarily drove the applicant

to the Tribumal, hence we directed the respondent mo.J1 to

pay Rs'5,000/- costs to the applicant.

Se In the courss of the ordsr we made cartain observations
against the respondant Pactory in the manmer of promoting the
respondent-2 to the post of Supsrvisor NI Stores even t hough

the status of physically handicaped person was under consideration

of medical board-appesllats authority.

6. Mu the respondant-1 fPactory has filasd this application
to raview ths ordsr. Thair main contentions are as follous:~-

(a) Imposition of #,5000/~ on respondent factory was
mt wvarranted.
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(b) Further observations made in thse manrer of
promoting the respondent-2 to the promotional
post bs expunged.

7. In fact at the time of hearing the OA itself, we
felt that tha direction given to the respondent-1 factory
to pay R, 5000/~ was on the higher side. We canmot agres
uith the respondent-1 factory to set asids t he entire
ampunt ordered to be paid to the applicant as contended

by her. Considering the facts and circumstances we fslt
that the respordnt-1 factory without waiting for the
dacision of Medical Board-the appellate authority promotsad

the respondent-2 for the post against roster point-34.

8. The responogents in their aPPidavit took the contention
that ths respondent-? was appointed against ths physically
hanaicapped quota, The fPactory had not produced any material
papers. Further in reply, the respomdent-2 specifdcally stated
that he had mot claimed the post of Supervisar (NI/Storess)
against Physically Handicapped Quota. When the copy of reply
filed on behalf of the respondent m.2 was served on a e
regspondent factory thay shoudd have checked and ascertaimd
whether the respomdent-? was appointed against physically
handicapped quota or mot. Further they have mt stated the
reasons for ron produdiiah of material papers which ars nou

enclosaed to R.A. when the application was heard.

9, Had the respondent factory brought ths material papers
the decision would have been different. MNow the respondent
factory attempted to state that the observations made in
page-15 be expunged and also thay pray for revccation of

imposition of Rs,5000/- ordered to be paid to the applicant.
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4.

Considering the submissions made by ths respondent

factory and having considered the submissions made by the

lesarmed counsel for respondent factory we feel it proper

to expunge tha portion in para=15 commencing from the

word " Because of the .... in para=15 of ordsr in OA

and snding with ths word ...for the reasons best kmoun to him."

M.

We are mt prepared to accept the submissiocns made

by the learred counsel for the respondent Pactory to rewvcke

the impugred order to pay Rs.5000/- to the applicant as

compensation congsidering it to be on the higher side, we

Peel it proper to reduca(it to Rs. 1600/-.

12,
(a)
(b)

(c)

(d)

12.

Accordingly tha following dirsctions are given:-
Tha reviswu application is allowed in part.

Portion in para-15 in the order commencing from ths
word " Because... ard anding with the phrass ...for
the reasons best kroun to him™ shall be expunged.

In paras 15 and 18(iv) of tha order the amount of
Rs, 5000/~ shall be substitutsd by Rs.1000/-

Time for compliance in RA is 2 months from the date
of receipt of a copy of this order.

Uith the above directions the RA is allowsed in part.

No order as to costs,

ISAI

%ﬂf

B.5.Jai Parameshwar)
Membar (Judl.)

Dated: 16th February, 2001
(Dictated in open court)
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