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IN THE CE.NTRAL A:JI.UNI.S rhATIVE TR IBJNAL, JAIPUR 

3EI\CH, JAIPUR. 

o.A.No.890/92 Dt. of order: 16.3.93 

S. B. Narsinghvi 

Vs. 

-Jn ion of India & Ors. Respondents 

Mr. Arj un Karna ni Counsel for applicant. 

CORAM: 

Hon'ble j-"lr.Ju_stice D.L.i'lehta, Vice Chairman 

H~rn' ble Mr. B. l:J .Dho-.indtyal, Member (A) • 

PER HON' BLE MR.TJSrICE D.L.MEHTA, VICE C[-!Aif-.YlAN. 

deard the learned counsel for the a ::ipl icant. 

I<.ule 29 CCS (CCA) Rules states that 1 the appellate 

authority ,.,ithin six months of the date of the 

order propose:l to be (revised); may at any time 

either on his own motion or otherwise call for the 

records of any inquiry and (revise) any order made 

under these rules or ·.inder the rules -repealed by 

IZule 34 from which an appeal is allowed, b'1t from 

which no appeal has been preferred or from which 

no appeal is allowed after cons~ltation with the 

Corrirrlission where s·ich consultation is necessary 

confirm, re0uce, enhance or set aside the penalty 

imposed by the order, or impose any penalty where 

no penalty has been imposed.' Shri Karnani submits 

that clause (v) of rile 29 provides for a limitation 

of ::;. ix months from the date of passing of order of 

punishment. r_,1le 27 c'Ioes not provide for any su_ch 

limitation. Mr.Karnani empha.sises thdt this lacuna 

must be removed and limitation of six months should 

apply from the date of or.:5.ers of punishment. It is 

true th='-t the punishment cannot be enhanced ·without 

giving any notice and at the time of giving a notice 
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for the proposed enhancement under n1le 27 n~ 

limitation has been provided. I'he arg·.iment~ of 
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Mr.Karnani is devoid of any force as the appe-

llate authority can apply its mind while 

entertaining the appeal for hearing or at the 

time of hearing and not at the time v-1hen the 

order of punishment is passed~ In such circum-

stance.s, we do not find any force in the plea 

made by the learned counsel f?r the applicant. 

2 • As far as the merit of the case is con-

cerned, nr.Karnani submits that the enhancement 

of the penalty is based on no facts and a speak-

ing order has not been passed. Vie hove perused 

Annex·1re :A-1 & A-2 and we do not find any force 

in the submission made by the learned counsel 

for the ap9licant. The Cl .A. j_s rejected. 

~·~ 
( 0 • L • Mehta ) 

Vice Chairman. 


