IN THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL : HYDERABAD BENCH
AT HYDERABAD
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DATE 0OF ORDER

Betueen :-
Ravula Venkateswarly

And
1. The Member (Persocnnel),
- Telkecom Commission,
Sanchar Bhavan, New Delhi,

2, The Chisf General Manager,

‘Telecom, A.P.G}Hyderabad.

3. The Director;
Telecom, Guntur - 523 077,

4, The Dy.Genseral Manager,
Telecom, Guntur District.

Counéal for the Applicant e

Counsel for the Respondents

CORAM:

THE‘HUN'BLE SHRI R.RANGHHQJAN

THE HON'BLE SHRI B.S5.JAI PARAMESHUWAR :

16-03-1997,

eoe Applicant

«+s Respondents
Shri K.lLakshmi Narasimha

Shri N.R.Devaraj, Sr.CRSC

:  MEMBER (A)

MEMBER (3}

(Order per Hon'ble Shri B.5.JA1 PARAMESHUAR, Member (J) ).
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(Order pér Hon'ble Shri B.S5.Jai Parameshwar, Member

-

Heard Shri K.lLakshmi Narasimha, learned counsel
applicant and Shri N.R.Devaraj, learned'standing couns

the respondents,

2,
effect from 16«1«1967 in Guntuf Telecom District. .Uhi
working as such hs was aua?ded with bunishment of dism
service by the Pivisional Engineer, Telephone, Guntur

order ND.E1/Disc-case/EU/93-84 dt.14-11=-84, Against t
order of dismissal:tha applicant preferred an appsal t

appellete authority i.e. the respondent No.3 and the a

authority by.his order dt.21-5-1985 imposed punishmant

tionof his pay to the minimum of time scala of pay app
Telephone Operator i.e. Rs+260-4 60 effectiva from tha d
jnining:the duty and that he would earn increments the
and that reduction is effective for a ﬁeriod of 10 yea
order dt.10-4-96 setting aside the order of dismissal
a punishment of reductiocn of his pay to the minimum ti

AT

pay applicable to Telephone Operator i.e. Rs.260-480 wi

from the~date of his joining duty for a period of 10 y
fruther diraction that he would earn increments during

.- ‘ bk
of reduction and on the g}piry of the period ke would

S
G

affect of postpa%ﬁng the increments and ths period fro

(3)

flor the

gl for

The applicant was appointed as Telephone Dpei?to: with

lg¢ he uag
issal from-
Lide'

he said

o the
ppellste

of reduc-
licable to
ate of his
reafter

rs. Vide
fnd &M po sed
me gcale of
th effect
cars with
the period
have the

m the

dismigsal till the égke of Joinin@*ﬂﬁz be treated as lpave due

| S—

and admissible as if he was on lesave and applied for t

on or befbre‘aﬂ-S-QE.

he same




3. It is this order that has been challenged in t
with respect to the direction stipulated that the red

minimum pay scale Por a period of 10 years with effec

his 0.A,

uction of

t from

the date of joining duty with a further direction that it will

have the gffect of postponing the futura increments.

The learned

counsel for the applicant relies upon the decision in the case

of R.K.Bharati Vs, Unien of I dia 1986 (2) CAT 227 amd contends

that the period by which future increments are postpo
exceed the period for which the penalty will be opera
gquently, if during the period of operation of the par
spec%?iad that the increments are earnad during the g
reduction of pay the question of postponemqnt of futd
does not ariss, The postpunehent of future incremesnt
only when it is stated in ﬁhs crder that the incremer
be earnsd during the specefied period of reduction of
that case the'disciplinary adtsority can also say uhg
will be any postponement of future increment and to \
The postponement cannot in any case exceed the period

But once- it is grdered

,%“Ia s g
per iod for which tha reduction is difgétéd will sarn

the reduction is isﬁﬁﬁiffad.

there can be no postponement of future increment, Th

ned cannot
tive, conse-
alty it is
eriod of

re increments
s will arise
t will not
pay. In
ther théra.
hat extent.
for uhich-
that the
increments,

g principle

enunciated in the above case applieg to the facts of this case

e
and the impugned order passed by the Respondent No.3

to the extanp/it will have the effect of postponing ¢

increment after the reduction of 10 years period- is o

4, The learned counsel far the respondents also ap

is defegtive
he future

ver.

preciatad

the point advanced by the learned counsel for the ‘applicant >

004’




and submitted that the impugned order to the extent indicated

above i3 set aside,
. .

30)

Se Hence the order dt.10-4-26 passed by the respondent No.4

.is set aside to the extent indicated above in regard tjp postponing

of future increments after the 10 year's periodrg% gver
- _ -

Respon-

‘dent Np.4 may issus a Prash order for implementation of t he direc~

tion giben in this 0.A. Any conseguential arraarg}if arises the

N

same uill be paid to the applicant in accordence with fthe rulss

expedetiously. No order as to costs.
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24 ‘Thp Chief General Manager, Teleceom, A.P.Hyd.

The Member (Persennel), Telecem Cemmissien, S

Bhavan, aw Delhi,
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Dy. General Manmager, Telecem, Gumtur Di trict.
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