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IN THE CENTPAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL, JAIPUR BENCH,
'  JATIPUR

Date of Order: 27 004 0200;(.

o;A.No. 456 /2000

S.B.Narsinthani S/o Shri Brahmanand age 52 years, A=-59,
Mansarcvar Colony, vaishali Nagar, ajmer, Sr. TGA(P)O/o
JTOVII (SDOP)Ajmer.
«eeee Applicant.
VS .

1. ‘Union of In?ia MOC throujh Chairman DOT,DTSATO
Commiss ion, Ministry of Communication,New Delhis

2. Genergl Manager, Telecom District, ajmer.
3. Dy. GM'D O/oc GM'D Ajmer.
4. SDE (HRD) O/0 GPTD Ajmer.

ssees ReSpOndents.
Mre. N.K.Gautam, Counsel for the applicant.

Mr. Hemant Gupta, proawy counsel for
Mr. M.Rafiq, counsel for the respondents.
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CORAM:

HOQM 'BLE MR .A .K.MISEA, JIDICIAL MEMBER
HOM'BLE MR . S,K.AGRAWAL, ADMINISTRAT IVE MEMBER

- ee

PER MR . A .K.MISRA :

The applicant had filed this O.A. with the prayer
that the Orders dated 25/31.3.1998 Annex A/S and dated
17 42 1999 ann=x A/7, be declared érrorxeoas and ine~effect ive
and the respondents be directed to treat the punishment for

with<holding three ywsEs increnments without cumulat ive effect
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as per the crder dated 30.,10.1992 Annex .A/2 from 3(C.3.1989
- to 29.3.1992 and the \respondents be directed to grant time-
bound nne prom»:rtion' to tﬁe applicant weofe 30.3.1992,with
all consejquential benefits i.e. re-fization of pay and

arranding paym:-,n& of dif.ference of paye

2. Nctice of the 0.a. was gjiver to the respsondents
who have filed their reply to which a rejoinder was also

filed by the applicant.

3. We have heard the lsarned eccuns=l £or the part ies

and have gone throuch the case file.

& ) 4. From the reply of the respindents it appears that
the appliant was accorded time bound one promotion we.e.f.
4'.2 «1994 in pursuance of the scheme. It is alleged by the
responjents that the applicant was punished with a penalty
of stcppage of grade increment for three vears while he
was alreadvy undergoing the psnalty _6f gride stoppage for
Te?é ;.-gaff. Since the applicant was uniergoing the penalty
thercefors he co.1ld not hive been granted promotion and the
higher scale under the scheme .. The respondens also relied

\:; on the letter of DGPLT dated 3.5.1976 as guoted in CC3 '
(2ca) rules, 1955 in Para .19 of rule 11. The fespondentsl
have prayed that the applizant is not entirled to the
relicf -laimed. It was argued by the lzarned couns=l for
the applicant th-‘at in the instant case Para 20 under the
same Rule would apply and n:'Jt ‘the Para 19 and c'ihséquently
the p=nalty of stoppage of’grade increment shoald ke dezmed
t o have .c':»r;'e: £ an enj in the y=ar 1992. On the other hctn!d

the learned counsel £or the applicant advanced arguments

as p=r his gleadings.
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5. . We have cons idéred the rival arguments. In

our opinion, the co'ntrov‘ersy would be regulated as per the
decision of the Government dated 3.5.1976 which is men-
tioned in Para 19 of Rule 11 of the CC3 (SCA) Rules, 1965,

which is quoted hersunder 3.

“19. Implerentatlon when a series of penalt ies
of stoppage of increments ap: imposed.e-

‘Cases where 31 series of penalties of stoppage
of increments are imposed on 2 Government
servant, were being referrved to from time to
t ime for clarification as tchow these onders
will be implem=nted in actual practice. Such
cases were under ¢mnsideration of the ‘
Directorate for sane time past and it has now
been decided that whire the disciplinary aurrm-..:tg‘
imposes penzlties of stoprage of incrament
one after the ther in sepirate cases on the
Government servant, the effect of the first
punishmznt order of stoppage of increment
will continue for the per iod specified in
the punishmznt order. Therzafter the pay of
the Government servant vill be raised by
giving him increments which, but for the
imposit ion of the penalty, woild have been.
admissible to him ani only then the second
order of stoppage of increment will be made
effect ive which will cont inue for the psaried
" specifisd in the =seconi punishment order for.
stoppage of increment 3ind so on.

( DG Pv.Gél'fu Letter IIO-23 0/3 08,/75-}_)isc OII, dated
the 3rd May, 1976 )."

6o In view of the above, the applicant could have

bee'n sccorded the next hicher scale and promotion under

the t ime=bound sci'xex?g 2ther the currency of the second punish-
rent was over. The applic2nt had in fact been accorded

the said promotion in August 1994. 1In cur Opinion, Para 20
quoted under the said Rule and relied upcn by the learned
counsel for the applint, does not apply in the _inétant

case. Para :20 axs relied on by the lezrn=d counsel f£or the
applicant dealg‘:d;he matter relat ing to different penalt ies

imposed on a default ing Government servant in respsct of
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penalty of lowering the grade twice by two different
ontlers,_.which is not the =ase in hand. Even sthe rwise,
imposition of two penalties of stopwage o (grade increrrents.,
canhoﬁ be implzmented concurrent 1y .Flst: penal{:y\has to be
impl{;:ii’f irst and the seconi subsequently. In view bof,
this, Para 20 of Rule 11 of the CC3 (CZA) Rules,1965,does

not help the applicint in the instant case.
7. In view of the above discussions, we do not find
any merit in this application and the same Jdeserves to be

rejected.

8. Thes Original Application is, therefors, A rejected

"and ths parties are lsft to bear their own cost.
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( 3.KeAgrawal ) . (A .KeMisra )

Adm.Member ' Judl.Member
mehta i



