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"IN THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL @

T‘Ao NO: - oz o

- DATE OF.DECISION_ 11-11-1991

NJ.i.Jaiswal Petitioner

CrJiuBL.Jaiswal

: , Versus :
The Supdt.,l.B'F'DIvn. ,Aaoour and oth=rs
Respondent

 Advocate for the Respondeﬁt(s)

CORAM:.

' : . | ctic ‘7.0 . 3pivastava, Vice=Chaimaan
The Hon'ble Mr, Justice J.C.Srivastava,

The Hon'ble Mi. LY.Priolkar, emper(a)

Whether Reporters of local papers may be allowed to see the

~ Judgement ?

To be referred;to the Reporter or not ? N"

Whethertheir Lordships wish to see the fair copy of the
JUdgement ? N

Whether it needs to be c1rculateﬂ to other Benches of the

Trlbunal 2 feo

I

(siaY JPLIVETRR)

Advocate for the Petitioners -



BEFO:E THE CENTLAL ADIINISTHATIVE TRIBUNAL <if%§
BO.BAY BENCH

: 0.A.176/88

NGHOJaiSWal,

375, Somvar,

Sitabardi,

Nagpur - 440 012, .. Applicant

VSe

I._-
*

The Superintendent,
RAS 'F' Division,
Nagpur ~ 400 0OOl.

< - .
~ - 2., The Director of Postal Services,
Nagpur Region,
Nagpur 440 010, .. Respondents
Coram: Hon'ble Shri Justice U.C.Srivastava,
Vice~Chaiman
Hon'ble S$hri .LY.Priolkar,
Hember(A)
. Appearances:
)
: l. Jr.R,B.Jaiswal,
Advocate for the
Applicant.
2. ir,P.l.Pradhan
Counsel for the
Respondents.
OPAL JUDGENT : _ | Date: 11-11-1991
Q%r%YmeU@Lﬂ@Mxpmkﬁ~mq
The applic:nt while working as
Sorting Assistant in the Posts and Telegraphs
Department in the Lower Selection Grade in the
g scale of Rs,425-15-560-EB~20~640 was due to esrn
an increment of 5,20/~ on 1-4-1983 subject to
crossing the Efficiency Bar. However, the DFC
» which was constituted to decide the cise of the EB
wg .

in respect of officials including the applicant
did not recommend the aprlicant to cross the EB
with effect from 1=-4~1983. In the subseguent year
also the DPC did not agsir permit the avplicent to
cross the EB. The applicant was finally permiited
to cross the EB with effect from 1-4-1985, Tt is

' ¥%k% stated that the applicant has since rotired

from service,.
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2. The grievénce of the applicant is
that he was not permitted to cross tbe‘EB for the
first time when he was due on 1=4-1983 in view

of certain disciplinary'proceedings against him
in which the penalty of Censure was awarded to
the applicant on two different occasions by

memorandum dtd. 14-12-1982 and 31-3-1983.

b
A

The applicant contehds that on the basis of the
same censure alone he was not psrmitted to cross
the EB for . the second time also on 1-4-1983. He
also contended thit hesavy financial loss has beew
csused as these ihcfements have been permanently

withheld,including the pensionary benafits.

3. In the written feély the
rescondents have stated thét.whﬁn the applicant
was finally allowed to cross the E.B. from 1.4.85
and was granted thres inérements which weweg withheld
which raised the apnlicant's pay.from %.%60/- to
15,620/= w,e.f, 1=-4-85 which means an increase of
RBs.60/~p.m equal to three increments of Rs.20/-p.m,
The respondents have also stated that the arrears
Sw on account of increase in pay from 1,4,1986 to
31,3.1986 amounting to.15.2038/- was drawn and paid
to the applicant on 10-1-1988 and thereafter the
3 said incremeﬁts were regularly drawn in the pay bill

and paid to the apnlicant.

4, Since the office ordsr annexed by the
respondents to their reply,Annexure R-¥, merely

shows that the pay after EB has been raised from
Rs.560/= to 15.580 from l—4-8§)learned counsel for
the aoplicant could not confirm whether the three
increments were in fact have been permitted from
1-5~1985 and the entire arrears on this account

has been paid to the applicant. If as stated in
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the written reply of the respondents the witheld aM le22

increments hag been paid the pensionary benzfits
of the applicant are not affected. In the

application the reliefs prayed for are for

"permitting the auplicant to cross the EB from

1-4-1983 and also to release all the withheld
incrzrents. There is no prayer for the pensionary
benefits. As regards pensionary benefits the
learned counsel for the respondents stated
categorically that all the incre-ents due in fact
have been paid and there no loss in pensionary
benefits. As regsrds the increment due on
1=-4-1984 but was withheld for one year we do not
think this relief should be considzred by us

as the cause of action has &eem arisen in the

year 1984 and the applicstion has been filed in

T

the year 1988. The total benafit on this account
also does not exceed k.lOOO/JyE&so. e do not
think, therefors, this is a fit case where we should-

condone the delay and consider this aspect.

5. Accordingly, this application is finally
disposed off only with & direction that in case the

vay of the applic.unt has still not been raised by

grant of three increments from P5.560/- to Bs. 6?0/-61w V4f4qﬁT/
the respondents will do[igthin one month from the }L

date of receipt of a copy of this order and make

payment of arrears to the applicant. No order as to

costs. %\::g;” [ Zi%z’/’ffﬂs

(M.Y .PRIOLAAR ) (U.C.SRIVASTAVA)
Member(a) Vice-Chairman
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