i

CENTRAL

|
.4
{ .
i [
P ‘:
( .

9

»
[

Original Aplplication NG Y

( SEE RULE

'Y

g -

FORM NO, 4

42) CD

ADMINISTRATTVE TRIBINAL
GUWAHAT I BENCH

-

sHEEL

RDER
X

.

Mis cePetition NO.

Cobtempt petition Noe _

O -

S e ACSUTB T P

=2 /o5 (04 2//5/05‘)

Review Application. Noa ..

Applican-ts. Mo .Fﬂi_gjur 3/13 2 QA’{”W_,‘ —

Respondents. _ )0 4 ons o

Advocates for thegApplicant.‘_ MA M 5 %..l._.'.-.,_.,.‘.».m,_w_.,--m,.,_
s Q:‘dlvocates 3f thg Respondents. CQ‘?.O P T

‘ w

P

- s R T

Notes of ”me ;xegls’rry

o S . 23.03.2005 ¢ P;Ds;- the matter on 24 03.2005, 7
i é‘; Y 0&1\(61”) Q(J-LL ‘fLY 1 C&J/ s
] - A u {re av\‘a W .
b A ujﬁ | ‘Herdoer vice-Chairman -~
é)/mce[,'eb, 693 7 % " b . ( |
' [\)’DNI—ID Seclier 1L é@)ip}:z‘ 385 B S . be
o code af o (R The learned counsel fer the applicapt |
P ,wf_v,cwm,‘ Lén Rovee, . .« . ~ i his net prepérd te mike submissien reg_h_-’
B Tre: ool oLrtd ! | ding the apalicability ef the limitatien
pap g 1998 ekt \‘3 Act fer cendening the delay in £iling the
‘Oﬁ_ﬁﬁwa& va\ e | | i Review applicatien, Hence time is granted,
Yo . 2hE)2S ]y utss a2, - 2
A . “C-’\/@M ﬁéx/ﬂ/
Loaol Aofor ik, . | Memlser Vice-chiima'n
ot W% -
Groe: é-r\ - ) 12440056 % Post the matter on 6.5.05. -
R RER iRM 2
4 o B e Z (Cl/dvanber Vice- 1zman
| AR
‘ N o

Order of +he Trlbunal

m-—-—v . A LI G S et




y ‘ 7 :..l'
e - P

e o /q/
Rehe 3/2005

06.05.2005  Heard the counsel for the -
| paxties in part. post on
- 19.%.2005. S 9

0/

%

a SNE .
.‘v - £
"\ Liy a8 5 4 [ . g ' o v
A <N SN R : :
' 17.5. 2005 'At Ehe request of‘ the learned

~ counsel ;fpy;\

"33 o 7‘6 .05 for’ hearlng.
O AR O I PRt I F AV '
Member : B ‘ Vlce Chalrman_;
:a. . - . . e . f"} e ..1
- St nkm | U R I
\ i ’ , TR - g - .~‘  M e . ’1' ] . A

A 7.6.2005 zssue notice to the respendents to
NO‘)LIE_Q,, Q«rerrr T shew camse as’ to why} review applicatio'
Send J&o D/ Sect o B shall not be admitted. pose o{x‘ afnx.zoos\

)s J"JQ [v‘\."

‘_ ﬁclf /V N\g/ % | ..; (.}‘.i‘j:‘; ‘ | f ; ) “ v\ “\ ' ).,?JS\' Y
respl Noj 1,253 o 0N o S e\ i\
. b7 ’3"63,@[ A—/‘D PDS% L _M"erm\‘._. “‘“ ( ’:;' [AE er.c:e‘:-‘Cha.v an

oo L i

"bb B DA le"'ﬂoxq.m
8 7 2005 : Mr.MLB.‘UoAhnedi, «earned)ceunselx
. for the appllcantmis preserht. Mr. A.K«

. cmudhuri, learred’ Adal g SaCoy fdr

SR e - the reSpondents submits\ ,that sox}'x’e mof}e\' .
/Vé . Cy"‘—“f’?" R tdme is required to file nepl A chs{: )cn;
Slz«wui Oan regp. ¢ 09408:2005, Mgt

\f

MNoy- 1, 2. T

m\“’g“ T - | )

- ~"_;} S e . Member ~° Viece-Chaimman
K P chatman

gQ-M - 5 N - : J\\’J‘nﬂ » ()
s o Lot 09.08.2005 Mr. M.B.U. Ahmed,- 1earned

/./0 Conias /,<M dvonn counsel for the applicant is present.,

. T ' ' ' Mr. A.K. Chaudhuri, ‘leaz;ned Addl.
;?yﬁz/é ‘eAﬂﬁ ' ‘ , " CeGeS.Ce for the respondents eeeks
ix - ' ' h’ ' for a weeks time more to file reply.
\\ | g T ‘ Post on 17.8.2005. R

Newephy b e 2, 2

e
il
ﬁ%/ ;
Y -

% o , : Membe:pf o : Vice-Chairman



37 2008
7 " ReA. 3/2005

. \)\—‘ E . _ . . . . . o
i . "
) 12.8.2005 - Mr. A.K, Chaudhri, learned
< e - o : . Addl. C.G.S.C. for the respondents
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04.08.2006 Present: Honble Sri K.V. Sachidanandan,
. Vice-Chairman.

Hon'ble Sri Gautam Ray,
Administrative Membaer,

- When the matter came for hearihg,
it is verified from the records that the
learned Judges, who =% passed the
order, has alx;eady retired from service.
Therefore, this Bench has no authaerity to -

consider the Review Petition; the matter .

kb 3fes aos 15 -
.. 5 \l" has to be considered by the Principal
o op P4 New delhd

Bench = constituting fresh  Bench.
Therefore, the Registry is directed to send
the propoéai ta tha Principal Bench to
constitute appropriate Bench.

Vice-Chairman

15.2.07.  This Review Application has been

@ ' M}\MAW,%_ . filed by the petitioner against the
/fw;/ D s S | order dated 18.5.1998 which is
l/bo”f,»d? . reproduced as bellow: _

' “Learned counsel '

Mr.A.Ahmed appearing on
_behalf of the applicant
-submits that the ‘applicant
No.2 Shri Jiten Prasad has
already been absorbed in the’

- Canteen Stores Department
at Narangi as Mukadam.
. Therefore, he has no
- grievance. The other
applicant No.1 has also since
been absorbed in the
C.PW.D. Silchar as Peon. Mr.
Ahmed submits that the
applicants do not want to
press this application. In
view of the above the
application has become

. infructuous. Accordingly,
this application is dismissed .
as infructuous.”

Contd/-
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15.3.07

This Réview Petition has been filed

.. after B (eight) years and this Court

TN s
W

has condoned the delay in filing ihe

Review Application. When the matter

referred to the Principal Bench, New

" Delki, the Pl"incipalBench vide letter

dated 15.9.06 has directed for placing
the same before . the \Vice-

Chairman/Head of Department of this -

Bench for constitution of Bench to

hear these RAs in _!:erins of Sub-Para 3
& 4 of Para cf Rule 49 of Appendix ~
IV dated 18.02.1992 as and when the
Bench is available, To-day Hon'ble
Vice-Chairman, (X. V. Sachidanandan)
himself and Hon’ble Mr. Tarsem Lasl,
Administrative Member has
constituted the Bench and decided
that the matter will be heard on
20.3.07.

Posf, the matter on 20.3.07.
Mexﬁber ice-Chairman



R.A.No0.3/2005 (0.A.No.2461995) /X

20.03.2007 - The Vice-Chairman has
constituted the Bench consisting of
himself and Hon'ble Administrative
Member, Shri Tarsem Lal, for hearing
the Review Application in terms of

- -Sub Para 3 & 4 of Para 1 of Rule 49
‘ of Appendix IV dated 18.02.1992.
Since the delay condonation petitionr
has already been allowed the R.A. is
taken up for hearing by the sai';i
Bench for disposal.

Heard Mr M.B.U. Ahmed,
learned cousnel for the applicant
and Mr M.U. Ahmed, earned
Addl.C.G.S.C. Hearing concluded.

Judgmént reserved.

Y

Mémber Vice-Chairman
nkm .

23.3.2008 order pronounced in open Court,
kept in separate sheets.

| The R.A. is dismissed in terms ©
the orders NoO costs, '

Member vice~Chaiman
bb '




IN THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL
GUWAHATI BENCH, GUWAHATI

lllllllll

Review Application No.3 of 2005
(In 0.ANo.246/1995)

DATE OF DECISION: 23.03.2007

Shri Arjun Das Applicant(s)

My M.B.U. Ahmed | Advocate(s) for the

) applicant(s)
- Versus ~ ‘e

Union of India & Ors. ‘ Opposite Party/Respondents

Mr M.U. Ahmed, Addl. C.G.S.C. - Advocate(s) for the

Opposite Party/Respondent(s)

CORAM:

THE HON’BLE SHRI K.V. SACHIDANANDAN, VICE CHAIRMAN
THE HON'BLE SHRI TARSEM 1AL, ADMINISTRATIVE MEMBER

1. Whether reporters of local newspapers Y@{No
‘ may be allowed to see the Judgment ?

2. Whether to be referred to the Reparter. or not? Y?siNo

3. Whether to be forwarded for including in the Digest
Being complied at Jodhpur Bench? \/’EQNO

4.  Whether their Lordships wish to see the fair copy
of the Judgment ? , }(




[ 38 .

CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL
GUWAHATI BENCH

Review Application No.3 of 2005
(In O.A.N0.246/1995)

Date of Order: This the ,‘?3"-”—3day of March 2007

The Hon’ble Sri K.V. Sachidanéndan, Vice-Chairman
" The Hon’ble Shri Tarsem Lal, Administrative Member

Shri Arjun Das,

Ex. Marker, CSD Depot,

RTD, Narengi,

Presently working as Peon in the Office of the

Executive Engineer (E),

Guwahati Electrical Division No.1l,

Central Public Works Department,

Guwahati-781015. .......Applicant

By Advecate Mr M.B.U. Abmed |
- - versus -

1. Union of India, represented by the
General Manager,
Canteen Stores Department
Ministry of Defence, '
“ADELPHI’ 119 M.K. Road,
Mumbai-400020.

2.  The Deputy General Manager (P&A)
Canteen Stores Depot,
“"ADELPHI” 119 M.K. Road,
Mumbai-400020.

3. The Manager
Canteen Stores Depot,
Narengi, P.O. Guwahati-27.

4.  The Superintending Engineer (Coordn.)
Kolkata Nijam Palace,
C.P.W.D.,, Kolkata.

5. The Executive Engineer, CP.W.D., ,
Guwahati Airport, Assam. «v....Opposite Party

By Advocate Mr M.U. Ahmed, Addl. C.G.S.C.
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ORDER

K.V. SACHIDANANDAN (VICE-CHAIRMAN)

The Review Application has been filed by the Review
Applicant under Rule 49 of the Central Administrative Tribunai Rules
and Practice, 1993 read with Section 114 (C) of the Code of Civil
Procedure for review of the order of the Tribunal dated 18.05.1998
passed in O.A.No.246 of 1995, which is reproduced below:
“Learned counsel Mr A. Ahmed appearing on behalf
of the applicant submits that the applicant No.2 Shri Jiten
Prasad has already been absarbed in the Canteen Stores
Department at Narengi as Mukadam. Therefore, he has no
grievance. The other applicant No.l has also since been
absorbed in the C.P.W.D. Silchar as Peon. Mr Ahmed
submits that the applicants do not want to press this
application. In view of the abhove the application has
become infructuous. Accordingly, this application is
dismissed as infructuous.”
2. 0.A.No.246 of 1995 was filed by the original applicant
(Review applicant herein) challenging the applicant’s termination and
placing him in the surplus cell. The case of the applicant is that right
from 1985 the applicant was working in the CSD and his termination
in 1995 is not justified and he has to be reinstated. There were two
applicants in the O.A. After the pleadings were complete the learned
counsel for the applicants in the O.A. submitted that the 2™ applicant,

Jiten Prasad has already been absorbed in the CSD at Narengi as

.- Mukadam. The 1* applicant in the O.A,, Review applicant herein, has

also been absorbed in the CPWD Siilchar as Peon and therefore, the
applicants did not want to press the O.A. Hence the O.A. was
dismissed by order dated 18.05.1998 and the Review Application has.

been filed after 18.03.2005. However, the delay has been condoned

\/_

and considered order is being passed.



3. Heard Mr M.B.U. ‘Ahmed, learned counsel for the
applicant and Mr M.U. Ahmed, learned Addl. C.G.S.C. The learned
counsel for the parties have taken us to the various pleadings and

materials placed on record.

4. When the matter came up for hearing the learned counsel
for the applicant submitted  that the applicant was not aware of the
proceedings in the O.A. and though the applicant was absorbed in the
CPWD as Peon his junior was reinstated in the CSD which is more
beneficial to an employee. The counsel also admitted that the
applicant is getting pensionary benefits from the Central Service. The
allegation that the 2" applicant in the O.A. was absorbed in the CSD
and got promotion has been stoutly denied by the respondents.
Therefore, we are at a loss to understand as to how the applicant has
been denied the benefit. On the other hand, the applicant is the gainer
by joining in the Central Service with all attending benefits, which a
CSD employee is not entitled to. The contention of the applicant that
he was denied employment for years and that only in 2005 the
applicant came to know about the position of the case also cannot be
accepted. The learned counsel for t}ie parties had categoricaily stated
that the applicants did not want to press the O.A. since the benefits
have aiready been granted to them. It appears that after retirement
the applicant has filed this Review Application as an experimental

measure, which has no legs to stand.

5. We have carefully considered the contentions of the
Review Applicant and the materials placed on record. It is a settled

law that review is maintainable on an error apparent on the face of

| —
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the record or on discovery of new material which even exercise of due

diligence could not be procured by the concerned party.

6. - The Apex Court in Meera Bhanja vs. Nirmala Kumari

Choudhury, AIR 1995 SC 455 held that “error apparent on the face
of record means an error which strikes one on mere looking at record
and would not require any long drawn process of reasoning on points

where there may conceivably be two opinions.”

7. In_Ajit Kumar Rath vs. State of Orissa & Ors. 1999 (9)

SCC 596 Hon'ble Supreme Court has made the following

observations:-

“Power of review available to an
Administrative Tribunal is the same as has
been given to a court under Section 114 read
with Order 47 CPC. The power is not absolute
and is hedged in by the restrictions indicated
in Order 47. The power can be exercised on
the application of a persen, on the discovery of
new and important matter or evidence which,
after the exercise of due diligence, was not
within his knowledge or could not be procured
by him at the time when the order was made.
The power can also be exercised on account of
some mistake or error apparent on the face of
record or for any other sufficient reason. A
review cannot be sought merely for a fresh
hearing or arguments or correction of an
erroneous view taken earlier. The power of
review can be exercised only for correction of
a patent error of law or fact which stares in
the face without any elaborate argument being
needed for establishing it. the expression “any
other sufficient reason” used in Order 47, Rule
1 means a reason sufficiently analogous to
those specified in the rule.” page 144 A4
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In Lily Thomas vs. Union of India, 2000 (6) SCC 224 similar

observation has been made by the Apex Court.

8. Therefore, in review under Section 22(3)(f) of the
Administrative Tribunals Act, 1985 no party is entitled to make a
grievance that grounds not argued were not considered. The Tribunal
cannot sit in appeal or judgment over the conclusions arrived at in
order to substitute a different view. A mistake should be apparent on
the face of record and should not involve a long drawn process to find
it. Re-examination of the matter is not permissible in law. Review is
not an appeal in disguise. It judicially connotes re-examination or
reconsideration. This power can be exercised for correction of a
mistake but not to substitute a law. Review cannot be sought for fresh
hearing or érguments or correction of e‘ve;x, an erroneous view taken.
An erroneous view in law is subject to further remedy. Even the order
sought to be reviewed on admission and after seven years this petition

is filed without any valid grounds.

9. From the above we are of the considered view that the
Tribunal had considered all aspects of the matter and had passed the
order ciated 18.05.1998 and there is no error apparent on the face of
record. Therefore, we cannot re-exémine the order sitting over it as
an appellate. We cannot substitute the View alréady taken which is
admitted by the applicant, which is not in the scope of a review. It is

borne out from the records that the applicant is in no way prejudiced

—

by the said order.
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10. In the result, for the foregoing reasons, the Review
Application is not maintainable and is liable to be dismissed.
Accordingly the Review Application is dismissed. In the circumstances

there will be no order as to costs.

Y| — =

( TARSEM LAL ) " (K. V. SACHIDANANDAN }
ADMINISTRATIVE MEMBER VICE-CHAIRMAN
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FEFORE THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL, GUWAHATI BENCH AT GUWAHATI

(An applicétion under Rule 49 of‘ the Centrai Administrative Tribunal
Rules and Practice, 1993)

R &

-

-WesSC PETITION NO. & OF 2005

In 0.A.NO. 246/95

IN THE MATTER OF:

An application filed under Rule 49 of the
Central Administrative Tribunal Rules and
Practice, 1993 read with Section 114 (C) of
the Code of Civil Procedure for review of the
order dated 18.05.1998 passed in Original
Application No.246 of 1995.

- And-

IN THE MATTER OF :
0.A.No.246/95
1. PN 4039 Arjun Das,
Marker, CSD Depot,
RTD, Narengi.
2. PN 4038 Jiten Prasad,
Marker, CSD Depot, ‘
RTD, Narengi.
' 8 Applicants.

-Versus-

e S

/f, (&.a) ,Cr—/ M\el Af’ﬂ”ﬂ("”"ﬂr
cotba-

Foxroy/h
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S Union of ‘India,

represented by the GBeneral Manager, %

- Canteen Stores Depariment,

Ministry of defence,

oyt

CUPADELFHIY 119 M.k . Road, -

Mumbai 400 020.

2, The Deputyt;G@neral ‘. Manager
(F&A), Canteen Stores Department,
“ADELFHI® 119 M.K.Road,

Mumbai 4060 920,

. The Manager. -
Canteen Stores Department, &

Narengi, PO Guwahati-27.Assam.

[

.« Respondents.

~And-.

Or.

IN THE MATTER OF:

Shri Arjun Das,

'M
ExoMarker, C85D Depot, |

HTD, MNarengi, " .
“)

Fresently workihg as Feon in the

Office of the Executive Engineerd{E),
Guwahati Electrical Division No.IlI,
Central Public Works Department,

Guwahati 781 015.

L

s eofpplicant.

~Versus—

Contd. .. .



SR S ‘Union of Ipdia,

repFE$énted by the Genéral Manager,
Canteen Stores Department,
Ministry of defence,
"ADELFHIY 119 M;Kuﬂnad,
Mumbai 400 G20.

2.  The Deputy General+« Manager

{F&A), Canteen Stores Department;

06 =0 wADELPHI' 119 M.K.Road,

ot

5o mrel /o6, P S . i Mumbai 400 @20.
D e ZL o .,C/W t 8 42'
AP _ A Resgz P M 2 = F. 0 The -Manager.,,.- _

ovoé%sﬂanteen Stores Department,

/(o@/wv@k N ’W/O CL + Narengi, PO Buwahati-27,.Assam. )
crond, Ko yecale - : i .Opposite Parties. -
D) 2 é%QLéhj»%L'Zg}“?7‘/Cyoaéz The humble applicant above-

3 ] (/04, ANV
O/%AN‘VANC\WA/P . o . named,

MOST RESPECTFULLY SHEWETH:

1. The applicant abmvenamedvalong with one Shri
Jiten Prasad preferred the O.ANR. 246795 for setting
aside the letter No.3/Pers/A-1/1099(8urp)/25980 dated
26.05.95, Order No.3/Fers/A-1/ 1099(8urp)/3175 dated
11.86.9% and Order Nm.S/Pera/A“%/ 1099 (Surp) /3176 dated
11.86.95 issued by the Deputy General Manager (FZA) for
declaring the applicant as surplus staff and praying for

[

superannuation.

Contd. ..

Jo ™ f =

a direction to continue the applicant till the date of
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CE. " That the applicant states that along with the

said  0.A.No.246/95 an application. for stay was also

filed which was registered as Misc Fetn No.12% of 1995.

Both the Original Application and the Misc Petition were -

taken up on 12.12.95% whereupon the Hon'ble Tribunal was -

pleased issue notice on the O}iginal, Application, but
declined to grant a stay with the following  observa-
tions:
"Heard Mr.aA.A0hmed.No infgrim stay of the
‘entire scheme as prayed can be 'granted much
less withmut service upon the respondents.
Hence no order of M.P. The question  of stay
will be open to be considered if the 0.4. is
admitted after the respondents  are served.
Misc Petition is disposed of. No order as to
costs. !
A copy of the aforesaid order dated
12,12.95> passed in Misc  Fetn Neo.l125/95% i
annexed hereto and marked as. ANNEXURE-f.
R - That the applicant ?tates that during the
pendency of the original application, the Respondent
Ne.Z by order dated NGD/EST/71/548 dated 14.03.97 re-
lieved from duties with effect from 15.803.97 with a

direction to report to the Executive Engineer, Central

Fublic Works Department, Electrical Division. Silchar - on

=

25.03.97.

% z:‘tct,.,.‘t.
CAfou//é | Qﬁ- .

*

- e

-,
Al

I
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A copy of the aforesaid order dated 14.03.97 T

is annexed hereto and maﬁked;aﬁ ANNEXURE-B. - - .:
4, That, the applicant statee that. pursuant to 13
the aforesaid order, the applicant immediately reported

before the Executive Engineer,CPWD, - Silchar whereupon

the applicant was posted at Agartala and was there till 'ty
Jaruary , 2003, Recently, by an office order dated =
EL.01.2085% the petitioner has been transferred and -,

a
Y
34

ralieved. from the Silchar Division OFWD and Jjoined as

peon  in  the office of the Executive Engineer,CFWD,
Guwahati,
A copy of the aforesaid order dated 31.01.05% -

is annexed hereto and marked as ANNEXURE=G., -

L

" That, the applicant states that om his ab-
sorption in the CPWD and posting at Agartala in the year, oy
’!

1997, the petitiuner while leaving Guwahati had intimat+

2d his counsel about his posting and requested to  inti-ie T
3.

- mate the outcome of the 0.8.Nc.246/97. However, during

- . - » 0 ! - -
the intervening period the petitioner had no information B
regarding  disposal of the applicatimn:‘Acéurdingly, 10N

. z
his return to Guwahati in January. 2005 the petitioner; \
. .l)

personally went to the Central Administrative Tribunal

to  know the fate of the urigiéai application. On such &
enquiry, the petitiunér could Iearn that on the basis of

submission of the then engaged counsel, the said origi-

. Contd... - !
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nal ‘application was disposed of as infructuous by the

- Fage~ 6 3t

Hon'ble Tribumal by an order dated 1B.6%.98, which reads

as under:

b

setting

£

Learned counsel Mr.A.Ahmed, éppearing;on
bahalf of the applicant submits that ¢« the
applicant No.2 Shri Jiten Frasad has- already .
beern absorbed in the Canteen;Stures”Departmeﬁt
at  Marengi as Mukadam. Therefor@,'hg has’ nol
grievance., The mthervapplicant No.l has @ also -
since been absorbed in the C.F.W.D., Silchar

as peon. Mr.fhmed submits that the applicants

do not want to press this application. In view ; |,
of the above, the application has becomer

infructuous . Accordingly, this application is

dismissed as infructuous.” 7
A copy of the aforesaidorder dated B
Y\ 18.83.98  is annexed  hereto and |
| Lmarked as ANNEXURE-D., #
That, the applicants states that although in
the original application the applicahts_,pﬁayed for ’
aside the orders by which he was declared ras ‘
but in course of time tpe applicant No.Z2 name-

surplus,
ly, Shri

has been

Jiteri Prasad, who ig Jjunior. to your  petitioner

retained in the department without considering>

- _\f;i?

the case of the petitioner. Accordingliyv, the grievance

mitigated

e

of the petitioner in the U.A.Nm5246/9é‘was not at all g

I

3

by the Respondent auwthorities. However, due to 2

Contd. ..
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misconception the engaged counsel made a submission that
application has become infructuous in respect of @ the
applicant No.l also and tﬁe Hon ' ble Tribunal @ accepting
the submissions of the said counsel has been pleased to

dispose of the application as infructuous.

7. That, the applicant states that on coming to
know about the order dated 18.8%.98,in the first week of

Febaruary,2085 the petitioner immediately consulted the

matter and engaged a counsel, who after thorough exami-
nation of records opined to prefer this review petition
along with an application under Section 5 of the Limita-

“tion Act.

8. : That, being highly aggrieved the applicant
begs to prefer this review application on amongst others

the following:s

GROUNDS R .

A For that in view of.the absorption order.

dated 14.@3.97 the applicant has been discrim-

FUSd

~
o

inated to his junior i.e. applicant No.2, who
L 4

mas been retained in the C.%.D. Therefore, the
iearned counsel was wrong in His suubmission
that in view of his absorption in the C.F.W.D.
the application in so_far~the appligant Nail

is concerned, also became infructuous.

4 ddfé”7 . \ Contd.e..
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Bl For that, the fact that because of jthe
absorption of the applicant in  the Centra
Fublic Works Departmanﬂ he -has been  deprived

of his promotional avenrue avallable in the CSD

being a senior to the applicant No.2, which

was‘nut at all pointed out before the Hon'bles

Tribunal resulting in dismizsal of the appli-

cation as infructuous,

C1- For that, from the post of Marker in+C8Dh
the next promotion is Carpenter in -a higher

7

scale  of pay. Howevgr, due  to ~ non-
considertaicl of his case for absorption in
the CSD the applicaht has been deprived of his
legitimate promotion and financial benefits to
which he was otherwise entitlied to be consid-
ered over the applicant No.? Sri Jiten-Prasad.
The said fact having not been placed and
considered at all, for the ends of justice ‘the
order dated 18:u5n98 is liable to be reviewed

by the Hoen'ble Tribunal. " * .

D] For that the learned counsel having been

properly instructed to press the matter for
L J

setting aside the impugned orders and reten-—

tion of the service of the applicant No.l- in

the department, has misconstrued the order of i

absorption in the CFWD to be the final relief:

Contd...
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/

cand proceeded to gubmit that the petition has

-

become infructuous and the restultant Cpassing .

of  the order dated 18.0%.98 by this: Hon ' ble
Court, which has highly prejudiced the case of
the applicant. Therefore, there is no proper

adjudication of the matter calling for review

of  the order dated 18.05%.98 in so far as tha

applicant No.l is concerned..

Ed For  that, in the C.P.W.D, which dis a .

Broup "D’ post, there is no avenus Tor. Spromo-

7

tion  to any higher post, whereas in  the C8&D -

from the post of Marker the nesxt pramotion & is

Carpenter in  the higher scale of pay. That

“apart, the applicant being - senior  to  the

Applicant No.2, the reaspondent. authorities

Cought  to have considered the case of the.

- Department. However, instead of doing so, « the
f .

- .
applicant first for absorption in the. parent

respondent ‘authorities retained the applicant.

Mo d.e. Jiten Frasad, a Jjunior to vyour

petitioner, in the C8D whereas the applicant =
P "

has  been pushed away to CFRD where he has no.

scope of promotion. Therefore, the applicant
has also been discriminated in the matter of
absarption, which was not at all placed before

the Hon"ble  Tribumnal and, as such, for. the

* - Gontd... o -
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ends of justice the order dated 18.05.98 inso
far as the applicant (applicant No.1) is

cencerned  is  liable to be heard afresh and

‘reviewed by this Hon'ble. Tribunal.

F1 For ihatﬁ because of his illness and
posting atlt a distant place, had no knowledge
of sgch disposal and there%mre has been virtu-
ally deprived of getting justice fdr no  fault
of his own and as such - the order dated

18.85.98 may be reviewed by this Hon ble

Tribunal.

6] For that, the applicant is at the verge
of his retirement and,becamse of such misrep-
resentation of facts, is and will be illegally.

deprived of the promotional and  financial

benefits available in the parent Department:

i.é. C8D. Therefore, for the ends of Justice:
the order dated 18.05.98 passed in 0.A. No..
246/9% is liable to be reviewed insufar'as the
applicant is concerned.
. ¢ .

H1 For that, admittedly whenvpoﬁt of Marker
Was availéble ~under éhe CSvafhe 4Resp0ndent
aunthorities while retaining the services of
Sri Jiten Frasad, did not at all considered

the seniority and performance of your appli-

LContd. ..
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- cant  thereby depriving him of his legitimate

?lﬂ

fide and

scope of promoticn and better scale of pay.

11 For that, in any view of the matter, the
order dated 18.85.98 passed in  0.A.No.2446/9G
is liable to be reviewed for the sake of

Justice and egulity.

That, this application has been  made bona

for the ends of justice.

In the premiﬁeg'afwresaids it is

. .regpectfully prayed that youwr Honour
would be pleased to admit this
viappiiaatiun, call for the records
and issue notice on  the opposite
parties and on cause or causes that
may be ﬁhmwn,'bé pleased to review/
modify the order dated 18.45.98

P

i1}
if

34

i’

passed in 0.60.Mo.246/95 in so f
the applicant is concerned and/or
pass such further or other orders as
this Hon ' ble Tribunal may deem - fit

and proper.

and  for this act of kindrness, the applicant as in  duty

bound shall ever pray.

"

Contd. ..
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AFFID

Iy, 8hri Arjun Das, son of £A}{* Jﬁ‘j@b‘/

AV IT

. y
resident of A}w/ G Whadsaly -

Buwahati, do heraby solemnly affirm- and declare as .

follows:

pees

1. That, I am the applicant NMo.l in the present case
‘ and am fully conveisant with the facts and circumstances

. L]
g "That, the statements made in - this affidavit and in

the accompanying petition at
true  to  my knmwledgaﬂlthmae
being matiters of @ record of
information derived therefrom
antd the rest  are my humble

Horm ' ble Court.

Tdentified by

Gdvocate.

haragraphs are.
Parearaphs (6% %5

made in paragraphs ,?zw%m;?.wg
“the case- are  true  to s my
which I believe to be true

submissions before this

/ j)ﬁ‘jv

Deponent.
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ORDER%: +30 -
:{?ppecoocow'cgoob‘Mopvoooo
{1

AoAhmed‘ ﬁo {nterim stay

Heard ‘Mr.
‘as prayed can be

. of the’ entire gcheme:
less without service

granted much
Hence no order

pon the respondents.
Qf M. P. The question ©
'ropen toibe considered {f the O.A. 1is

R dmittednaft er t
wfserved.(Misc.Petition

et

"No ordereas to costs.

£ stay will be

he respondents are
is disposed of.

54/ VICE CHAIRMAN

sd/ MEMBER (A)
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: L‘ CI‘NH EN STORES DEPARTMENT
. Hacang! Depot ,
W g ul o‘J(- ?"‘l ' : TR TR RARSETREH
RRU I E R NUCR - : IR UNTIE
Telagran ! CI\N""M)(‘(’\U“MI \ . I Ny vots
Tolaphono £ M 7277, el 17340 | ;ll'{)",”? pn) et
Tolax : 0235, 3450 CASD l'u o oo 9l1‘|\;’wn‘ e
] L ' : Guwahali-781027 (& ksan1
it o NOD/BSL/TH /54 ‘ * ' V.
o UR Ref 2, 7L A0S T .i)4-8 Rititi Oate : 14397
.= PN=4039 Shri Arjun D,uo, | 4
Uagkor, ,CUﬁ. Dopot, Harangi =
3 RELLEVIRG AR
"This ha.a referonca to [0 CSD Mumbai lettor lio. 3/ :
i3 Poro/A-l/PN 403?/667 datod 30-~1-97 in rogsponoe to fin.
- Of‘Labour (DGST Govt of Indin Gp 'D' Surplue Coll, hew
; Dolhi lottexr No, 21(p9 )/Poon/LE/C/Cul/SS dated 20-1-97.
iﬂ C 24! In termo of Mine. of Labour lottor and our 0 Cub
= Mumbal lottor otated abovo, you are hereby rolioved frow ¢
i your dutios wof 15~3-97 A/N) with a ddilootion to roaport
S to Uxooutive Lnginoor, Contral Publio Worke' Dopartmont,
i \ DlOOtrioﬂl D1V1U10H. .0, Bilohnr, Viot-Caohaxr(Aooam)
oo L"3 )I :
?%‘, E ;" - 1’ou '"‘15’ dtaw 'lA/JJA Advanocao and oLnuJ. allownnoon from’

- looul Acocounts Uootion an poxr rulo.

W

—— N

. l]AhJ\Ulut -
CAalLE S10RES l)l:ll"Aﬁl’i-}UN'r_
(Lo X, KLARE)

oc! MM(E) i For lind information pleaco. . .
oot Tha AGM (P), HO CLD, Mumbai 1~ For information plecco.

“Phe Lxeoutive Bngineer,
;Central Fublio Works Depariment,

‘Bleotrioval Divioion, P.0. Silchar,

Ligt:- Cachygr (Auoum) t- Thio had roference to Ll
Calcutta lottor No. 21(9)/Feon/sE/(E) /Nu/Ca‘/)S u~1
. 20-1=97. and our Hoed Offico lottor No. 3/Pern/A- 1/
4039/647 datod 30-1-97.

~Tho abeve individuul ia rolieved frow hio dutico

on 14'5 97 A[N Jwith an inantruotiona to roport your offico
on 25-3=Yf. You are requootold to intimato tho date of.
1‘01)0)1"‘1:1111; ol tho Andividuadl \lomm

ool Tho Suporintondant J:!n'(.:im_m v, ~QOrdination Cav olo '\,,)
Govi of 1lndin, Contral I‘ubl.io hunu.x Lopur tmont, ’
Caloutta=20 1= For Informntion plonoo.

(Looul Lccounto .'J()o):- You aro ndvined to pay tho A/ Unoavivaico
and othor nllowrnons Lo tha abova individual nn pov ‘n'ﬂ..n. :

sot” Tho AANO (l’L\y Roll) = Fox informnllon and necnnnavy no tion,

Cow o aErkad fan _ PR

-

b e o

Ny
1/7/

. /\!

/-



Lu_.l\L 1‘(-1.4 (\4."4. \J.d&‘ L oae e s

s ,3 ' OKIGINAL APFLN.NO,

I stm AFPLN NNO.

‘ i . GONTEMPT AFP w/No. -

Lo Q‘.-,»;- | HEVIEW «JPPLNWNC » oF 4995 (IN - NO. )
RN stc PELITION NO. of 1995 (IN  No.. )

pe

a/WV\ e .Qw;. ..%.@w) APPLIGANT (S)

"g' L .o.. -.cooo.ooob\/mpf}cw@ q\‘g;v?o\ﬂ RESPONDENT(S) .
:' :‘ R FOI 'the .AppllCant(S) se e Ntv A A—‘Q/W\-‘{/\L—
. ' . ) . Nr.
M
M
!gf" For'the RBSponcent(s) M. S /l,QJi" CLC‘/g/(
»g‘ ;. o0 OO ® ‘cooo.oooo._.o..oo‘o~0000 Oooooo.on000000.‘0.0000000;.00
ORDER - %
-.ncco.oooconooooooococ"'}ﬂ‘otﬂ

: =
Learned counsel MreAsfhmed a>puarl‘9
on behalf of the noplicant submits bhat

the. aleicant No.2 ShriJitenPrasad has al‘ zad

been aosorbed in the Canteen Stores Jennrt-
Mukadam

ment dtNBI?ngi as ©/ G Therefore, he has
no grievance. ihu.other apnplicant No.l has
also since been Lnsorbud in the c.p.ﬁ%g j;
4peah¢ Mr.Ahmed onomifg—fﬁ’f_rﬁé apollaantq

.do not’ want to press this appllcatlon.‘I*‘4

{
v1ew of the above the anpllcation ras
Dccome infructious o, e dﬂsmmannd %Lcor—

o
dingly, this ap. 1ication is dismissed as

infructiouse.

et oo s i < 7T

'5d/ VICE CHAIRMAN

s¢/ MEMBER (A) .

e

zortifiod 16 ¥ true l\.‘-&av

et

Py ;
Waﬁﬁ‘m | >/ %.//

C.A.T. GUWARATI B ANCH

i




[N ]

sz | ﬁ &
A

23
\ "Q
%j/ﬂ ot B oenls o g §ﬁ, .
E L;L‘(fh . L é) ~
o
IN THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL % .
"

-
g
GUWAHATI - BENCH - & GUWARHATI ;i §

In the Qatteru of ¢=
R.A., Wb,3 of 2005
in

0LA. No,248 of 1995

Ar jun Das «ssApplicant
~-V/grsus=

gﬁiun of India & Ors,

Q.ReSpondent

SHOW' CAUSE REPLY ON BEHALF OF THE RESPONDENTS

NOS, 1,2 & 3. )
I, 0,5, Sharma, RegionalAMénager (East) Canteen
Stores Department, Narangi, Guwahati, do hereby solemnly

affirm and say as follows &=-

1. That I' am the Regional Manager (East), Canteen Stores
Department, Narangi, Gawahati and as smch.fulljacquainted with
the Pacts and circumstances of the case, I have gone through
@ copy of the application and have qndarstoud the contents
thereof, I’ém authorised to file the wxikkem show cauce

reply on behalf of all the respondents,

2. That the respondenfé beg to state that the applicant
is absorbed in CPWD Silchar way back in 1997 and therefore
1t is difficult to trace out his record after 8 ysars,

3, That the respondents beg to state that the case is
suffiering from laches off as per CAT (procedures)Rule 17(I) as
review should have been filed within 30 daye, but applicant

is agitating the matter after 8 years,

Contd,..p’/ 2~
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4, That the respondents beg to state that no cause of

action has aysen in favour of the applicant against reSpondent;

. That the respondents beg toc state that the applicant

was offered alternative employment through surplus cell aoco:ding
to rule and he has accepted the ssme Consequently OA Nb, 246/95
vwas declared in-fractuous and therefore: dismissed on the basis

of statement made by the counsel of the apmlicatdﬁﬁ» that the
applicant has been absorbed in CPUD' Silchar as Paon,

6. That the respondents beg to state that the applicant
is no longer holding a lien with the Respondent and has therefore

no right to seek an employment,

e That the respondents beg to stats that if appliicant is
not promoted in CPUD due to Isolated post or any other

administrative: reasons, the Govt. has a scheme of ACF,

8. That. the respondents beg to state that there is a no

rule quoted by the appilicant ie suppert of his claim,

9, That the respondents beg to stiate that according to
rules an action for redeployment of a surplus employee: is

completed when he is relisved to join another post, .

10, That the respondents beg to state that even if the

applicant claim for re-deployment under CCS (Readjustment of
redeployed surplus employees) o;der,1991, he should have applied
through his Head of Office within two monthe from the date of
Joining of new post in which he has: for the time being, been
redeployed, Moreover, re-adjusted 6urp1us employee shall have

| — T~
no claim to count his part service towards fixationm off seniority

S~
in the post in which he: ie re-adjusted, Therefore, the applicant

will not gain in anyway.

[

Contd, .p/ 3=
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11 That the applicant ies not entitled to any relief
sought for in the applicatien and the same is liable to be

dismissed with costs.

WERIEICATION

I, D.S. Sharma, presently working as Regional

Manager (Ehat), Canteen_Stbres, Dapartmént, Narangi, Guwahati
being duly autharisad'and competent to sign this verification
do hersby sclemnly affirm and state that the statements made
in paragraphs / of the application are
true to my knowledge and belief, those made in parafraphs

221" _/Z7 being matter of record are true to my information
derived there from and those: made in tbe rest are humble
submission before the Hon'ble Tribunal, I have not suppressed

any material facts,

and T sign this verification on this the Jf th day

Oﬁ-ﬂéf'02005‘ \:l}ﬁiééoxﬂqu/Vw/ng

Regional Manager (East.)
Canicen Store Deparrment
Govi, of 1ndis, Miaisiry of Defencs
Guwahatj-781027

-0oo™
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Central Administrative Tiibunal | ¥

IN  THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRTIVE TRIBUNAL: GUWAHATI  HRENCH,
: GUWAHAT T

IN THE M&TTER OF:
Feview Application MNe.3 of 2005
(in 0.A8.No.248 of 1995)
Shri Arijun Das e Applicant
~Versus-
Union of Indié & Others.
« v o Respondents.
REFLY FILED BY THE APPLICANT TO THE

SHOW CAUSE FILED RY THE RESFONDENTS.

Iy 8Bhri Arjun Das, son of late Jagdev Das, aged
about 68 yvears, resident of fizara, Guwshati, District
Kamrup, %sﬁam; do hereby sclemsnly affirm and state as
follows:

.
1. That, I am the applicant in the present case and
am fully conversant with the facts and circumstances of
the case. A copy of the show cause reply filed on behalf
af the Respondent Nos. 1, 2 and 3 having served upon @y
amuhﬁaln I have gone through the same and understood the

contents thereof.

Contd. ..
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2 That, with regard to the statements made in. para—
graph 1 of the show cause reply, the deponent has no

comment to offer.

R That, the deponent denies the correctness of the
statements made in paragraphs 2 and 3 of the show cause
reply and states that the challenge in the 0.6.No.248/95
was the order dated 11.846.92% declaring the applicant as
aurplus staff and prayed for & direction to continue him
in  the 8D till the date of his supesrannuation. That
apart, during pendency of the original application the
applicant was relieved vide order dated 14.08.97 while
his  dunior was retained in the C&8D. Therefore, the
answering respondent cannot say that it i% difficult for
them to trace out the fecmrd“ The Central‘ﬁdminiﬁtrative
Tribunal being oreation of statute inyb vested with
certain  powers vested on Courts, the provisions of the
N+ o e e
Indian Limitation Act, 1263 is not applicable in  its
strict sense and thus the Hon ble Tribunal in exercise

L4
]
of powers vested on it has rightly condoned the delay in
L

cannot call in guestion at this stage.

4., That, the deponent denies the statements made in

paragraphs 4, % and & of the show cause reply and states

that while retaining the others in the Department, the

Contd...
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applicant has been discriminated and shunted to  another
Department on re-~employment resulting in loss of senior-—
ity, promotional benefits ete. Further, during pendency
of  the original application, the deponent was declared
surplus by the Respondent authorities and  subsequently
re~employed in the CFHD and thus the question was tc  be
decided by the parent department and not by the appli-

cant.

i That, as regards the statements made in paragraphs
7 to 18 of the show cause reply, the deponent states
that the Assured Career Progression Scheme for  the
Central Government Civilian Employees Qas been intro-
duced  vide Govt of India Department of Fersonnel &
Training 0.0, No.35@834/1/97-Estt(D) dated 09.088.1999. Re
it stated that the deponent’'s case before the Hon'ble
Tribunal relates to his claim for absorption in the C8D
arnd  the consequential benefits of service. Fara 14 of
the O.M. dated @9.08.99 provides that in case of an
gnployes declared surplus in an organisation and in case

of transfers including unilateral transfer on  request,

the regular service rendered by him/her in the previous®

arganisation shall be counted along with his/her regular
service in his/her new organisation for the purpose of
giving financial ungradation under the Scheme. However,
rno such benefits have been extended to the deponent by
the CFWUD and the deponent being oblivious of such scheme

of the Government was under the impression that once the

Contd. ..
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0. AN, 248798 is decided his seniority, pay and other
benefits in  the parent departmenﬁ will be restored.
Hence, the deponent cannot be blamed for not making swch
claim within two months from the date of joining in  the
department. Rather, it is the Respondents, for whose
illegal, arbitrary and discriminatory treatment the
applicant has been made to suffer pecuniary loss anc
therefore liable to a direction from this Hon'ble Tribu-

nal by allowing the Original Application No.248/79%0.

b That, under the facts and c%{cumﬁtances stated in
this reply and in the Review Application, the applicant
is entitled to the retrospective effect of the ACF and

&1l such benefits on his-retirement from the service.

Verification.., ..

Contd...
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VERIFIOCA TION

t, Shri Arjun Das, son of late Jagdev Das, aged
about 60 years, resident of Azara, Guwahati, District
Famrup, Assam, do hereby sclemnly affirm and state that
the statements made in paragraph are true
to my knowledge and belief, those made in paragraphs
heing matter of record are  true tee my information

.
derived therefrom which [ believe to be true and the
rest  are my bumble submission before this Hon'ble
Tribunal and that I have not suppressed any material

facts.

/]

fnd, 1 sign this verification on this 9 day of

Beptember, 2005 at Guwahati.

fzﬂjup<00f
T Deponent.
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o A
IN THE HATTER OF :- Q

R.A. No.3 of 2065

| In ' | .
0.A.No.246 of 1995 | § {

Shri Arjun Das ' : Appiicant
- Versus -
Union of India & Others - - : Respondents

ADDITIONAL SHOW CAUSE REPLY ON BEHALF OF
RESPONDENT NOS. 1, 2 AND 3. '

I, D.S. Sharma, Regional Manager (East) Canteen
Stores Department, Narangi, ‘Guwahati,Ado hemby solemnly

affirm and say as follows ;-

1. That I am the Regional Manager (East), Canteen
Stores Department, Narangi, Guwahati and as such fully
acquainted with the facts and circumstances of the case. I
have gone through a copy of the application and have
understood the contents thereof. I am authorized to file

the additional written show cause, reply on behalf of all

the respondehts .

2. That with regard to -the statements made in

paragraph 6 of the Review Application, the respondents beg

| ~ to state that PN-4038 Shri Jiten Prasad Marker is not a

//d S

Addl. Central Govt, Stancing Loun:

C AT
Guwahat}
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junior to applicant i.e. PN-4039. Shri Arjun Das applicant
joined the department as Mazdoor on 12 April 1967 and
promoted as Marker on 22 March 1991 where as Shri Jiten
Prasad joined the department on 01 April 1967 and promoted
as Marker on 22 March 1991. Further the contention of the
petitioner that he was relieved within the pendency of his

0.A.No.246 of 1995 does not hold good.

The applicant was offered alternative employment
through Surplus Cell according to rule and he has accepted
the same. Consequently 0.A.No.246 of 1955 was declared in
fructuous and therefore dismissed on the basis of statement
made by the counsel of the applicant Shri Arjun Das that

the applicant has been absorbed in CPWD Silchar as Peon,

As such there is no provision to withhold the
relieving of employee declared surplus, within the pendency

of any court case,

3. That with regard to the statements made in
paragraph 8(A) of the application, the respondents beg to
state that Shri Jiten Prasad is not at all junior to the
applicant as clarified above. Further, both were declared
surplus vide our order dated 26 May 1995. Shri Arjun Das
was re-deployed by Surplus Cell vide their order dated 11
December 1996 in CPWD Calcutta. Where as till March 1998
Shri Jiten Prasad, Marker was awaiting re-deployment from

the Surplus Cell. Hence Shri Jiten Prasad was absorbed in
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CSD on the post of Nu&adam in accordance to rule which
reads as under with appféval of C.A, (vopy=attached).
Comments :
“Notwithstanding anything contained in sub-rule (2},
(3}, (4) and (5) and subject to the provision of Rule 12,
the Ministry or Head of Department may, under intimation to
the concerned cell, adjust an employee declared surplus by
it against a vacancy (if any available at that time he is
declared surplus or before he is re-deploYed through the
Cell) in any post located in any office under its control
and carrying equivalent pay scale for appointment to which
he is considered by the appointing adthority to be

suyitable.”

4, That with regard to the statements made in
paragraph 8(B) of the application, the respondents beg to
state that if the applicant is not promoted in CPWD due to
isolated post or any other administrative reasons, the

Government has a schemé‘of ACP.

5. That with regard. to the statements made in
paragraphs 8(C) and 8(E} of the | application, the
respondents beg to state that the petitioner was re-
deployed as he has received offer of appointment where as
Shri Jiten Prasad was awaiting re-deployment and
subsequently absorbed as per rule. Even 1if the applicant

claim for re-deployment under CCS (Readjustment of re-
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deployed surplus employees) Order 1991, he should have
applied through his Head of'Office.within two months from
the date of joining of new post ik.which he has for the
time being, been re-deplpyed. MoréoTer, re-adjusted surplus
employee shall have no claim to Aéount_ his ‘paét service
towards fixation of seniority in the post in which he is

re-adjusted. Therefore, the applicant will not gain in any

way.

[
‘ R .
6. That with regard to the statements made in

_ paragraph 8(H) of the appliéation, the respondents beg to

state that Shri Jiten Prasad wassaﬁsorbed in the capacity

of Mukadam and not as Marker. Further Shri 5iten Prasad was

not re-deployed. Whereas the applicant has complied with
l

all the rules and action on redeployment and relieved from-

the post.

7. The resbondents beg to sgate‘that the applicant
is not entitled to any relief soughﬁifor in the application

and the same is liable to be dismissed with costs.




VERIFICATION

——

I, D.S. Sharma, presently working as Regional
Manager (East), Canteen Stores, Department, Narangi,
Guwahati being duly authorized and competent to sign this
verification do hereby solemnly affirm and state that the

statements made in paragraphs | of the

application are true to my knowledge and belief, those made

“ in paragraphs 42 — é being matters of record are
&

true to my information derived there from and those made in
the rest are humble submission before the Hon'bile Tribunal.

1 have not suppressed any material facts.

And I sign this verification on this the _3/-—

day of December 2005,

DEPONENT

D.S. Sharma
. REGIONAL MANAGER
EN STORES DEPARTMENT
GOVT. OF INDIA
MINISTRY OF DEFENCE
. Satgaon, Guwahati-27




