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Appeal No(s). 10660/ 2010
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VERSUS
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UPON hearing the counsel the Court made the follow ng
ORDER

Reply affidavit, if any, to the additional affidavit
filed by Ms. Kanini Jaiswal, |earned counsel and CGeneral Secretary
to the petitioner-society, be filed within a week’s tinme from
t oday.

The respondent(s) are pernitted to file two additional
affidavits, one by way of a prelininary objection and the other on
merits. The reply affidavit filed on nmerits may be put in a seal ed
cover and to be handed over to the Court Masters so that the same
can be perused before the matter is taken up for further orders.



Shri Prashant Bhushan, |earned counsel appearing for the
petitioner-society submits that last night i.e. on 7th Septenber,
2014 sone unknown persons had cone to his residence and had handed
over the original entry register/guest register of the residentia
est abl i shnent of the Director of t he Central Bureau of

Investigation (for short, "the C.B.1."). Learned counsel al so
hands over a list of the nanmes of 23 personnel and the nanes of
four C.B.l. constables working in the residential establishment of

the Director, CB.I.

Both the docunents are directed to be kept in a seal ed
cover.

We further direct the Secretary General of this Court to
keep the aforesaid docunents in a safe custody.

In re : Dr.Rajeshwar Singh, Deputy Director

A note on behalf of Dr.Rajeshwar Singh, who is on
deputation as Deputy Director of the Directorate of Enforcement is
pl aced before us by Shri K K Venugopal, |earned senior counse
appearing for Dr.Rajeshwar Singh

In the Note subnmitted by the | earned senior counsel he
brings out the relevant facts which has pronpted the |earned
seni or counsel to file the aforesaid note with a request to direct
the respondent(s) - Union of India & ors. to conply with the

orders and directions i ssued by the Central Adnministrative
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Tri bunal, (for short "the  Tribunal") vi de its order dat ed
24.12.2013.
We have heard Shri K K Venugopal, |earned senior counse

and Shri L. N Rao, |earned Additional Solicitor General

Dr. Raj eshwar Singh, is working as a Deputy Director in
the Enforcenent Directorate. Since his case was not considered by
the respondent(s)- Union of India & ors. to absorb himas a Deputy
Director in the Enforcenment Directorate, he had filed an
application (O A No.3653 of 2013) before the Tribunal, inter alia,
requesting the Tribunal to issue an appropriate direction to the
respondent (s) to absorb his services as Deputy Director of the
Enf orcement Directorate. The application so filed by Dr.Raj eshwar
Si ngh was opposed by the respondent(s) before the Tribunal. The
Tribunal, after considering the case pl eaded by both the parties,
has allowed the application vide its order dated 24.12.2013. The
operative portion of the directions issued by the Tribunal reads
as under:

"Fol l owi ng the view taken by the Hon’ bl e Apex Court
in Secretary, A P.Public Service Conm ssion v.
B. Swapna & Ot hers (supra), we allow the present

Oiginal Application. Respondent Nos.1 and 3 -
Uni on of India, Mnistry of Finance and Mnistry of
Per sonnel , Public Gievances & Pensions are

directed to abide by the recommendati on of the

Uni on Public Service Comm ssion and al so issue the
order of absorption of the applicant as Deputy
Director of Enforcement, within a period of four
weeks fromthe date of receipt of a copy of this

order. Till the order of absorption is issued, the
interimorder dated 11.10.2013 would remain in
operation."

The respondent (s), being aggrieved by the orders and
directions issued by the Tribunal had approached the Del hi High
Court by filing a Wit Petition in WP. (C)No. 449 of 2014. In the



Wit Petition, an interimrelief was sought, inter alia,
requesting the High Court to stay the orders and directions issued
by the Tri bunal

The Hi gh Court, by its order dated 06.02.2014, while

i ssuing notice, had observed that no grounds are made out by the
respondent (s) - Uni on of India (petitioners therein) for grant of
the interimrelief. In the words of the Court:

"No ground for stay is nade out. However, the

appoi nt ment of the respondent No.1l shall be subject
to the outcome of this petition.”
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Though an interimorder was declined by the Wit Court,
the respondent (s)-Union of India (petitioners-therein) in the Wit
Petition, did not carry the matter further. That means, the
interimorder passed by the H gh Court has becone final

As we have already noticed that a Note has been filed by
the | earned seni or counsel shri K. K. Venugopal for
Dr. Raj eshwar Singh. In the said note, it is stated that, he is
seeking a direction by this Court to direct the respondent(s) to
comply with the orders and directions issued by the Tribunal

It is not in dispute nor it can be disputed that there is

a direction issued by the Tribunal while disposing of the Origina
Application filed by Dr.Rajeshwar Singh. The respondent(s) ought

to have conplied with the said direction within the time-frame

that was granted by the Tribunal. However, instead of doing so,
they carried the matter by filing a Wit Petition before the Wit
Court. The Wit Court has declined to grant any interimrelief in
favour of the respondent(s). That nmeans that the respondent(s)
has to conply with the order and directions issued by the Tribuna
or to carry the matter by filing an appropriate petition before

t he superior foruns. That has not been done by the
respondent (s)-Central CGovernnent. In a situation like this, in our

opi ni on, the request of t he | earned senior counsel for
Dr. Raj eshwar Singh requires to be granted. Accordingly, we pass

the follow ng order:

The respondent (s)-Union of India shall conply with the
order and directions issued by the Tribunal within three days
tinme fromtoday.

Call the matter on 15.09.2014.

(G V. Ranana) (Vinod Kul vi)
Court Master Asstt. Registrar



