N
IN THE CENIRAL ADMINIS?RATIVE. Tk IBUNAL, JQDHPUR BENCH,

J_ODHPUR.,

_ Date of Order ; 18.7.2000.
O.he Noe 53/1997

Om Prakash Ojha &/0 Shri Shyam Lal, aged about 46 years,
R/0Chaand Bawari, Fort Road, Jodhpur, at present employed
oo the post of (P.A.) at Head Post Office, at Shastrinagar,
Jodhpur | ’

, ese Applicent
Vs '

P 1. Union of India through the Secretary to Government
‘ of India, Ministry of Commnication, (Department
of Post) ./Bhawan, New Delhi,

The Director General (Posts) P.A.P. Section,

(Departiment of Posts) Dak Bhawan, Sansad Marg,
N@W Delhi,

The post Master General, Rajasthan western Region,
Jodhpur e

‘. Respondents

)
Mr. J.Ks %aushik, Counsel for the applicant,

Mr. Vineet Mathur, Counsel for the Respondents.
CCRAM 3 -

Hon'ble‘ Mre. A.K, Misras, Judicial Menber
)t Hon'ble Mr. Gopal Singh, Administrative Member

OR_D_ER

E Y ( PER HON'BLE M. GOPAL SINGH )

In this applicaticn under Secticn 19 of the
Administrative Tribunals act, 1985, applicant Cm Prakash Ojhi
| has prayed for qu@shing the order dated 06.4,1995, (annexure
, A/1) and for a directicn to the respondents to re-fix the
| pay of the applicant on the post of Postal Clerk on his re-
employment after adding nine increments with all consequenw

tial benefitse

2. Applicant®’s case is that he was enrolled as Combatgn
c1erk in the Indian Air For@e on 14.2.1969, and was discharg.
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-2 - ‘ Cohe No. 53/1997

ed on 28,2.1978., Thereafter, he was re-emplcyed as Exe-
serviceman in Postal Department on the post of Postal Clerk
on 24,3,1981 in the grade of Bs260«480, It is contention

of the applicant that though he rendered more than nine years
service as Comb'éf@f@::Clerk in the Indiaé.: Air Force, he has

only been permitted seven increments in the scale of 260-480

" on his re-cmployment as Postal Clerk, though he was entitleditc

nine increments. Feeling aggrieved, the applicant has filed

thisg application,

3.  Notices were issued to the respondents, and they

have filed their reply,

4, we have heard the learned Counsel for the parties,

and perused the records of the case carefully.

Se m the eounﬁero it has been submitted by the
respondents that as per the verification done by the Defence
Accounts Qfficer, the applicant rendered the service of
Combatant Clerk with effect from 14,2 ;1969, but he was granted
a reéular pay scale of Combatant CZerk from 16.5.1970. Thus,

taking into account, the date of 16.5.1970, as the date of en

/Zolment of the applicant and 28.2.1978 as date of discharge,

the total service rendered by the épplicant as Combkatant
Clerk comes to seven years nine months and 12 days, and as pe
the Government of India instruction on the subject, the res-
pondents have rightly allowed seven increments while fixing

the pay of the applicant on re-employment.

6. The applicant has produced a discharge certificate
dated 17.2 1993 wheréin the service from 14.2,1969 to 18,.8.73
and 24.8.,1973 to 26.2 +1978 has been shown as periocd of satis«
ﬁactory paid in Military service. Earlier, the authorities
had.Verif:ied the service féx: the pericd frem 16.5.1970 to
28.2,1978 as Combatant Cigrk. The period from 14.2.1969 to

15.5.1970 wes spent on training by the applicant, and this
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period was not verified as service by the Defence Authorities
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and, therefore, it was excluded for the purpose of pay fixa=

| tion on re-employment of the applicant by the respondents.

Te. We have considered the facts mentioned above and the
e arguments of.the learned Counsel for the parties which were
agvanced on the lines of their pleadings. In our o;:inigm,
there is nothing on record teo conclude that the pericd of
training shall ccunt éé;_s;? service rendered to the Militsry. It
} is also not shown that during the training period the applicant
| . earned regularxr i@@;@g&so as to cocunt pericd of training as
service. Therefore, in our opinion, the pericd of training

has rightly been not included as service rendered in Military.

8e - In the light of above discussion, we do not f£ind
any merit in this application and the same deserves to be

dismissed.

g9, - The Original Application is accordingly dismissed

with nc order as to costs.

;  ( GOPAL S/INGH/) S ( A.Ko MISRA )

2dm, Menber N Judl. Menber
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