PRINCIPAL BENCH, NEW DELHIf | iE7
‘Regm, No.GA 129/89 Date of decision 10-04-1989:

IN THE CENTRAL ADMINISTBATIVE TRIBUNAL
|

Shri Udei Vir Singh "« .....Petitioner

- Vse
Union of India - | ‘ e o ee.R€SpoONdents
For the Applicant = - | ‘v eeo3hri. LR, Luthra,
. Counsel
For the Respondents ‘ee»s .Shri P.H. Ramchandani,
_ : ‘ : Sr, OUnsel
CORAM:
THE HON'BLE IiR. B.C. MATHUR, VICE CHAIRMAN(A)
THE HON'BLE MR,'P.K, KARTHA, VIGE.CHAIHwAN(J)
1, whether Reporters of loccl papers may be allowed to
see the Juorment’?w,J
2, To be referred to the Reporters or not? V?
N

JUDGMENT ( ORAL)

~ . The applicant, who is wprkiné as a Sr. Auditor in the
Office of the Controller of Defence Accounts at New Delhi has
filed this application under Section 19 of the Ad;inistrative
Tribunals Act, 1985 praying that thevpenélty of reduction in pay of
the apglicant aqd Stoppage of increments as imposed by'fespondeni
No.3, as well as the penalty of sfoppége of one incremént for

one yeai witﬁout cumulative efféct imposed by.respondent Noe4 be
set aside;v.

2, The facts of the case ére that the disciplinar;

proceeaings were initiated against the applicant uhder?Rule 16 of ‘




b
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CCS (CCA) Rules, 1965 on 21,4,1982, The Disciplinary

Authority passed an.order on $.6,1982 imposing the penalty
of stoppage cf one increment for a period of one year without

cumulative effecta Aggrieved by the sald order, the appllcant

‘General "N

© submitted an appezal to uhe(bonurollep[of Defcnce Accounts,

wno remitted the case to the Disciplinary Authority with a
direction to hold the inquirY‘in'accordance with Rule 14 of

the CCS (CQA) Rules, 1965, - Thereafter, &n: order was passed.

by the Appellate Authority on 22,1,1987 imposing the penalty

of reduction of the applicantfs pay from R.1650 to Bs,1600/- for
a period of 2 years,
3. The applicant submitted to the Financial Adviser,

Defence Sexvices an appeal dated 16¢4,.87 against the aforesaid

.order imposed on him., By letter dated 18,12,87, the respondents

iﬁformed him that‘the_pehalty was imposed by ihe'GGDR as the
ompgtent Appellate Ay *hority and fhat no further appeél-lies
to tha Financial Hd?lser in tbis regard, However, ﬁbé aprlicant

was informed that he could prefer a revision petitién to the |
President Jnder Rule 29 of the CCS (CCA) Rules, 1965,

4, The applicant has filed thislapplication'without
sﬁbmittingié revision petition to fhe Presidehf'uﬁéér'thé
rules, AWe havé heard the learned counsei of both pértiesa

In the facts and circumstances of the case, We feel fhat the
applicqntskpula exhaust all the remedies aveilable to him

“which S~

under the service ruleg[;ncluoés; the filing of a revision

petition as envisaged in Rule 29 of the €CS (CCA) Rules, 1965,
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S, + We are, therefore, of the view that the applicant has
filed the present application prematurely., We, therefore, |

direct that the appglicant may file a Fevision petition addressed

3.

to the

resident within a period of onelmonth from thé date of
receipt of a copy of this order, . in accoraahcé with the
provisions of Rule 29 of the CCS (CCA) Ruleé, 1965, fhe
respondents shall’considef the revision petition filed by the
applicant on the merits and pass a speaking order as expeditiously
as possible, but not later than 3 months from the date of

receipt of such petitiona-lln case the epplicant is aggrieved

by the order of President on such a petition, he wikl be at

liberty to file a fresh application in accordance with law, if

the above lines at *he admission stage itself with no order

he is so advised. The .present application is disposed of on
3s to costs.
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(P.K. KARTHA) | | ' (B.C. MATEHUR)
VICE GHAIRLAN(J) - VICE CHATRU(A)



