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nr '!HE CEHTPAJ ... A..T)!.I-!IHIE'TP.ATIVE TRIBUnAL. Jl~IFUR BEliCH, 

,J A I P U R. 

0 .A. Uo. 536/94 nate of decision: 8.11.94 

KHERU R.Zl.N P.AIGER . • .~pplicant. 

VERSUS 

TJNIOT·1 OF II-TDIA €t OP.S . . Respondents. 

l·1r. Virenclra Lodha . • Counse 1 for the applit::ant • 

CORAM: 

H·:>n 'ble Mr ... Tustice D.L. Mehta. Vice-Chairman 

Hon 'ble f-1r. N. !':. V~rma, i\dminietrative. !-'Ieml::·er 

PER HON' ELE :'·JR. 11. }: • VERHA, &rH1IHISTP~~TIVE 1-!Er·IBEP.: 

The learneo counsel f.:.r the applicant~;~.,-.:: 

Kheru Ram P.aiger, submi tte·:i that _the: applicant has 

been punishe.::l t't~ice for the same offence. Once he 

·R 
was punished ~ \"lithholding Df increments and 

subsequently. his E.B. was al:so stopped on account 

of unsatisfactory record, ·-(hereby~ he has bEen punished 

tHice. However, durin.;:J the arguments, it emerge.j that 

stoppage of E.B. is not a statutory punishment under 

the CCS(CC:A) Rules. His E.B. \'las stopped for the 

unsatisfactory record and not f,,r unsatisfactory 

performance f·:•r ,..,hich he Has punished earlier. 

2. Acc·::>rdingly. there is no substance in the 

o.A. and the same is dismissed. 

N1L-f 
( N.K. VE~:MA ) 

Administrc:.~tive Member 


