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The only question for our determination

in this case is as to whether increments of an

employee could be withheld continuously for a period

of over three years as a result of several punishments.
The increment of the applicant in this case was withheld
at the stage of Rs.1560 raising his pay to Rs.1600

a, a et
continuously from 1.2.1987 in—tekeam of three punishments

%
and the third punishment order is dated 1.8.1990 which

has crossed the 1limit of 3 yeérs. Admittedly the first
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punishment was of withholding increments for six
months from 1.2,1989 and the second punishment was
for withholding the increment for one year from
1.8.89. Evidently, the currency of the first punishment
expired on 1.8.89 and the increment which was withheld
under the first punishment wrder Was due to be drawn
on 1.8,1989 from which date the currency of the second
punishment order commenced. It is not in dispute
that even on 1.8.89 the increment withheld under first
punishment order was not mand that () is how, ¢
the cumulative effect of punishﬁéntiaﬁé=£ha% the
incfement is not given even after three years.
_Under the Railway Board's order dated 11.3.86 dm
whéehéﬁas been clearly stipulated that where railway
employees are not given thg}g increments because of
different punishmentsdtwithholding of increments being
imposed one after another, the regqulacksation of
increments in such cases shauld be donejas indicated
in that order. The table given by way &f illustration
in the order clearly shewsyindicates that the increment
withheld as a result of the first punishment should be
released on the expiry of the currency of that punish-
ment before the s econd punishment could begin.

Accordingly we have no hesitation in directing

the respondents to regulate release of the increment in

L‘C N accprda~ca
the case of applicant strictly with the instructions of

Ty Y o
the Railway Board stated above dated 11.2.1986 and give
him the consequential benefits accordingly. Let this
be done with a period of 3 months from the date of receipt

of this order.
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With the above directiong the application

—3—

is disposed of with no order as to costs.

{ M Y Priolkar ) : ( U C Srivastava )
Member (a) : . Vice Chairman



