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lN 'I'HE CE.NiRAL ADM1NlS1RATIV& TRIBUNAL, JODHPUR :BENCH, 

J .0 D H P U R. ------
Date of Order a 18.7.2000. 

O..A. No. 53/1997 

Om Prakash Ojha s,;o Shr i Shy am Lal, aged about 46 years, 

R/ct.:Cbaana Bawari, Fort Road, Jodhpur, at present employed 

oo the post of (J? .. A .. ) at Head J?ost Office, at Sihastrinagar, 

Jo~hpur. 

••• Applicant 

vs 

Unioo of· India through the a.ecretary to Government 

of India, Ministry of Communication, (Department 
oak 

of Post) ~Bhawan, New Delhi. 

The Director General (posts) P.A.J?. section, 

(oepa.rtnent of Posts) Dak Bha.wan, aansad Marc;;J, 
New Delhi. 

The post Master General, Rajasthan western R.egic:n, 

Jodhpur. 

·•• Respoodents 
(i) 

Mr. J .. K. ~aushik, Counsel for the Applicant. 

Mr. Vineet Mathur, counsel for the RespQildents. 

CCR.:AM s 

Hem • ble t"ir • A.K. Misra., Judicial .Member 

H<Xl'ble Mr e Gopal Singh, ,\,Qministrative Member 

ORDER -- ~-
( PER HCN' BLf.t Mt .. GOPAL SiJNGH ) 

In this application under Secticn 19 of the 

Administrative Tribunals Act, 1985, applicant Om l?ralcash Ojhi 

has prayed for q~shing the order dated 06.4.1995, (Annexure 

All) and for a direction to the respondents t® re-fix the 

pay, of the applicant on the post of Postal Clerk on his re­

employment after adding nine increments with all oc·nsequen­

tial .benefits" 

2. Applicant• s case is that he was enrolled as Coml:ie.J:~'!l\ 

Clerk in the Indian Air Foree oo 14·.2 .1969* and was discharg. 
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ed on 2 8.2 .1978. Thereafter, he was re-enployed as Ex-

serviceman in postal Departnent oo the post of Postal Clerk 

on 24.3.1981 in the grade of Rs.260-480. It is contenti'on· 

of the applicant that though he rendered more than nine years 

service as Co~~tClerk in the Indiai. Ai.r Force, he has ,_____, ~-~ 

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

on his re-enploymant. as Postal Clerk, though he was entitledtc 

nine increnents. Feeling aggrieved, the applicant has filed 

this applicationG 

3. Notices were issued to the respoodents, and they 

have filed their reply. 

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

and perused the records of the case carefully. 

5. 1l1 the counter, it has been submitted by the 

respondents that as per the verification done by the Defence 

Accounts Officer, the applicant rendered the service of · 

Combatant Clerk with effect from 14.2 .1969, but he was· grantee 

a regular pay sca:le of Combatant C~rk from 16 .s .1970. Thus, 

taking into account, the date .. 9f 16 .s .1970, as the date of en 

.(!_~J.!ment of the applicant and 2 8.2.1978 as date of discharge, 

the total service rendered by the applic~nt as Combatant 

Clerk comes to seven years nine months and 12 days, and as pe1 

the G011ernment of India instructioo on the subject, the res­

pondents have rightly allowed seven increments while fixing 

the pay of t}'l.e applicant on re-eaployment(jt 

6. The applicant has produced a discharge certificate 

dated 17.2e1993 wherein the service from 14.2.1969 to 18.8.73 

and 2 4.8.1973 to 2 8.2 .1978 has been shown as period of satis­

factory paid in Military service. Earlier, the authorities 

had verified the service for the period from 16.5.1970 to 

28 .. 2 .1978 as coiibatctnt C,l'~k. The periOd from 14.2.1969 to 

15.5.1970 was spent on training ~ the applicant, and this 
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per~od was not verified as service by the Defence Authorities 

and. therefore, it was exclUded far the purpose of pay fixa­

ticn on re-enployment of the applicant by the respcndents .. 

7. . ~le have considered the facts mentioned above and the 

argumE!n:ts of. the learned counsel for the parties which were 

adVanced on the lines of their pleadings. In our opinioo, 

there is nothing en record to conclude that the peric:d of 

training shall count ~l$fJ service rendered to the Military. It 

~ is also not sh~-.n that d~ring the training periocl the applicant 

earned regular ~n}tsso as to co~nt peric:d of training as 

service. Therefore, in our opinion, the period of training 

has rightly been not .included as service rendered in Military. 

a. In the light of above discussion, we do not. find 

any merit. in this application and the same deserves to be 

dismissed. 

9. The Original Application is a?cordingly dismissed 

with no order a$~to costs. 

*J* 

~~~~.-... 
( A.K. l~) 
Judl. Menber 


