IN THE CENTRAL ADIINISTRATIVE TRIBJNAL, JAIPUR
BENCH, JAIPIR.

0.A,No.890/92 Dt. of order: 16.3.93
S.B.Narsinghvi : Applicant

Vs,
Jrnion of India & Ors, : Respondents
Mr.,Arjun Karnani : Counsel for aoplicant,
CORAM:

Hon'ble Mr,Justice D.L.,lM=shta, Vice Chairman
Hon'ble Mr,B.N.Dhouandiyal, Member (&) .

PER HON'BLE MR,.JJSTICE D.L.MEHTA, VICE CHAIRMAN,

deard the ledrned counsel for the agplicant,
Rule 29 CC8(CCA) Rules states that 'the appellate
duthority within six months of the date of the
order proposedl to be (revised); may at any time
gither on Eis own motion or otherwise call for the
records of a&ny ingquiry and (revise) any order made
under these rules or under the rules  repedled by
Rule 34 from which an dagpeal is allowed, bat from
which no appedl has been preferred or from which
no anpedl is allowed a&fter consualt2tion with the
Commission where such consultdtion is necessary
confirm, reduce, enhénce or set aside the penalty
imposed by the order, or impose any pendlty where
no penadlty has been imposed.' Shri Karnani submits
thét clause (v) of rile 29 provides for @ limitation
of £ix months from the date of passing of order of
punishment. ile 27 does not provide for any such
limitation, Mr.Xarnani emphasises that this lacuna
must be removed and limitation of sixX months should
a2pply from the date of orders of punishmant. It is
true th&t the punishment ca@nnot be enhidanced without

giving a@ny notice and at the time of giving 2 notice
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for the proposed enhd@3ncement under rule 27 nzf
limitation has been provided. The argumentfp of
Mr.Karnani is devoid of a@ny force &s the appe-
llate authority can dpply its mind while
entert@ining the appeal for hearing or at the
time of hedring and not at the time when the
order of punishment is passed. In such circum-
stances, we do not find any force in the pled

ma@de by the ledrned counsel fo»r the applicant.

2. As far as the merit of the case is con-
cerned, Ptir.Xarnani submits that the enhancement
of the penalty is based on no facts and a speak-
ing order h&s not been pidssed., We hdve perused
Annexire:A-1 & A-2 anpd we do not find a&ny force
in the submission md@de by the le2rned counsel

for the @pnlicant. The O0.A, is rejected.
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(3.:8.Dhouniiyal) #*1~ (D.L.Mehta)
Hember (4) Vice Ch3airman.



