CENTRAL AEMINiSTRA‘J““'TRIBuNAL

ECMBAY BENCH

o.A.No;’675/92

-Late of Lecision M- ) 1990

R.V.Bhor PetitiAner

Shri Y.R.Singh. Advocate for the Fetitioner,

versus

Union of India & Ors. ° TResrondent
™ : .

for Shri P.M.Pradhan.
Advocate for the Respondents,

Shri $.5.Karkera

Coram:

The Hon'ble Mr. B,S,Hegde, Member(J),
‘The Hen'ble Mr. M.R.Kolhatkar, Member(AJ.

l. Te be referred te the Reperter or net?  x

. 2. Whether it needs te be circulated te other>° _
Benches Af the Tribunal? :
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IN THE CENTRAL ADMIMNISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL,
MUMBAI BENGH, MUMBAI,
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_______ M.‘f{_.a._’&ni_é_ic.b%fym;;.,.Qaz_ef.._,.i%.;_..}.?ﬁl;

Coram: Hon'ble Shri B.5.Hegde, Member(J),
Hon'ble Shri M.R.Kolhatkar, Member(A).

R.V.Bhor, +e« Applicant.
Igatpuri,

0Old Goutha,

In front of Devi's Mandir,

Igatpuri, Dist. Nashik. ... Applicant.

(By Advocate Shri Y.R.Singh).
V/s.

1, Union of India through
The Secretary,
Department of Telecom,
Ministry of Communication,
Sanchar Bhavan,
New Delhi.

2, The Chief General Manager,
Telecom, Maharashtra GPO Building,
Bombay.

3. SD0U Telegraphs,
Satana, Neshik,

4, The Telecom District HManager,
Nashik. ... Respondents.

(By advocate Shri $.5.Karkera,
for Shri P.M.Pradhan)

Pt e e

{Per Shri B.S.Hegde, Member(J)}{

Heard Shri Y.R.3ingh, counsel for the
applicant and Shri 3.3.Karkera for Shri P.M.Pradhan,
counsel for the Respondents, The only prayer made
in this O.A. is to gquash and set aéide the impugned
order passed by the Respondents vide order dt.13.8.1990,
2. The applicant was initially imposed with
a penalty of withholding of two increments of pay

without cumulative effect by the Disciplinary Authority

7 _ vesl,
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on '30.6.1990, Aggrieved by the said order, he prefered
an 0.A. before the Central Administrative Tribunal,
Mumbei Bench viz. C.A. No.440/91. The Tribunal vide
its order dt. 22.8.1991 rejected the same treating it
as premature and it is open to the applicant to
exhaust all remedies available to him under the relevant
Service Rules before approaching the Tribunal. Instead
of prefering an appeal to the prescribed Appellate
Authority, he filed a Revision Petition, inter alia,
urging that the order dt. 13.8.1990 passed by the
Disciplinary Authority in modification of its earlier
order dt. 30.6.1990 was illegal and inoperative
because the punishing authority cannot revise or modify
its own order. The Revisional Authority after considering
various contentions of the applicant hes come to the
conclusion that the punishment imposed by the
disciplinary authority is justif ied and ié not sae mnﬁ&h‘
high side in view of the nature of the misconduct |
exhibited by the petitioner. No new point has been
brought forward which may merit reconsideration of
his case. The revisional authority agreed with the
findings of the Disciplinary Authority stating that
the withholding of one increment of pay for two years
without cumulative effect.
| 3. We do not see any infirmity in the order
either passed by the Disciplinary Autherity or
by the Revisional Authority.
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4, In the result, we see no reason to interfere
with the findings of the Revisional Authority, awd
the same is upheld. Accordingly, the O.A. is devoid
of merit, the same is dismissed with no order as

to costs.
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