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| Bhanuja Sharan Srivastave,
| the office of the Assistant rngineer FElectrical at Varanasi "'pﬂu}_
e was appointed by n.E.E.(Phones) but the T ﬂh:_}fz

' wers of the disciplinary suthority issued a char

Tngineer assuining pov
of some negligence in di l,ur,
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sheet to him oOn 25,7.1983 alleging
“ damages to Covernaent property and irregular attendance. In ._
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case he was fimposed 2 punishment of \Censure', which was served
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appeal against the punishinent

ijgn any nrm.‘mtiﬂﬂﬁa The apglina’%f 'l‘
t dated 29.1933{"

i on him on 3.9.1983. His

rejected, He was thereafter not

that the order of punishinen

has, therefore, nrayed
1084 be quashed and the respon-

e order dated 11.18.

and the appellat
applicant to cross the Efficiency

dents be directed 1O permit the

the increments that had heen withheld since 1033 may be
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In regard to the facte of the c&asa ,;,

prayed
appeal was decided

dismissed as time barred.
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5. We have hear

'fhe only subisission made tfefo
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1Censure' the applicant has not been ghr_
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olse was pressed before us.
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. The Department of Personnel in their O.M. No.&ls

rstt.{A), dated 15.5.1871 have clarified that 'Censure’ sani‘lotﬁ be e

4 har to the eligibility to sit for a departiaental crontotional exe T
tion or for promotion. AR order of 'Censure' is a formal and publi‘,e;
act intended to convey that the person concerned has heen guih#
of some blameworthy act of omission for which it was found necesse fm -
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ziven only in such cases where it is intended that a formal punishment
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7. The applicant's prayer regarding guashing of the order
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of punishient hecause JE was not empowered to impose the punish-
ment is not supported by ¢he rules. We do mnot find that the power e
was incorrectly exercised BY JE. Therefore, we reject the px;ayeié

made by the applicant for quashing the nunisMant t;ﬂ‘:lqr ﬁ;
as the uppullutu order. ‘We, however, direct th%&

should canﬂider the case of the a%mlhﬂnh%
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