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Z. Chief Secretary,
- Govt, of NCT of uLelnhl,
’ %, Hham Math Marg. pelhi-110054,
3. . Princlpal Secretary (Pranniog ).
1, Kirpa Narain Mard,
elhl-110054.
4, Directorate for the WellTare oOT SC/5T,
through its Secretary, Govi. of WCT of Relnl
pla Secretariat,
Delih. s e s . Respondenis
o R DE R _(ORAL)
By Sh. V.K.Majotra, Member (A)
Heard counsel Tor the applicant., The applicant has
. challenged penally ot reduction of pay fyy one stage 1Ln the Clme
-

scale of pay tor a period ol Z vears We@. T P, 11,2001 and
withholding of increments during the sald period imposed upon
him wide order dated 18, 10. 2001 tAnnexure A-1). Fhe applicant
had earlier chnallenged order dated i, 6,98 whareln penal ty. of
recduction of pay by one stage in the time soale o pay Tor &
period of 2 vyears We@o T 1. 7,98 had been imposed  upon  the
appLicant along with withholding of incremenits. fhat 0A,
namely, QA-2351/Z000 was disposed of vide order dated 1.8.2001
sllewing  the 0A and setting aside the order of disclplinary

“hauthority as well as (he order 1n apneal. The applicant was

e




held entitled for all conseguential benefils. However, 1L was
kept open to the disciplinary authority 1o take Uup Lne
mrocesdings  from  the stage of ilssulng notice Lo applicant
after recording tentative V24L04wa6_%’for disagreement and
also keeping in view the observations made 1n Tribunal s order
and to pass an order atter affording reasonable opoortunli Ly to
the applicant. Thereafter the respondents lssued MEMO T &0 cum
dated 18.9.200 (Annexure A-6) 1n pursuance of Tribunal s
orader  of 1.8.2001 and finally passed the impugned oider dated
18.10.2001, The applicant has sought guashing and setiing
asicke  of the impugned order Annexure A-1 and also drrections
Lo the respondents Lo give all consequential peneiils
ipciuding  conseqguential  benefits  already directed by the
Tribunal in QA 2851/2000 along with interest. The applicant
has also sought stay of the operation or the impugned order
Annexure A-1 dated 18.10.2001. The learned counsel stated
that the applicant nad made a representation Lo the
respondents on 1.10.2001 (Annexure A-7) statiog that earlier
sroder  of the Tribunal has not been fully implemented ancd that
the applicant has not been provided the consequential benetitis

of Lhat order.

. The learnecd counsel contended that the applicant
has not Tiled appeal agalnst tnhe impugned order as  the LG

Governor 1s  not empowered to stay the operation of the the

impugned order.

B The applicant had iled his representation
polinting out non-implementation of the Tripunal s  earller

order to the respondents dated 1.10.2001 and without atftording

a reasonable period ftor deciding applicant s application Tor

l,

/




| gonseguential henetits of this Tribupal s earlier order._ _the
applicant has approached this Court challenging the Tresn
or der Annexure A-1 dated 18.10.2001 and also seeking direction
to the respondents to accord him the consequential venefits of
the earlier order of the Tribunal. in our view non-Trling ot
the appeal agalnst the impugned order by the applicant seaking
guashing of  the same and alse seeking direction to  glve
consequential benefits in pursuance of orders in the earller
pa  wre separate causes o action and in the present 0A  Lthe

applicant has sought multiple reliefrs, whicn cannot Dbhe

Iy

entertained, #:th;:-?}e applicant should have walted fTor
' sometime Tor respondents decision on nis representation chi bed

1. 18,2007, particularly in respect oT grant oT consequentieal
ben@fita under order dated 1.8.2001 in 0A=Z351/Z000 and  Lhen
filed @ separate 0A betore the Tiibunal and then sought
sultabhle legal remedy Tor implementation ot Tripunal s eatr Lier
or der, so  far a&s the relief o1 quashing of the present

impugned order 1s concerned Lnis UA 1S premature as  Lhe

applicant has not Tiled &ny appeal agalnst the same and has
not exhausted the statutory remedies avallable Lo hidam.
® g, Having regard to the reasons discussed above, the 0» 13

dismissed being non-maintainable in limine. N cosLs.

i VK. MAJOTRA )
plembpeir (A

1OKRMLDIP
Membei

sl




