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IN THE CENTP..AL_ ADNit~ISTP.AT IVE TRIBUNAL, JAIPUR BENCH, 

JAIPUR 

Date of Order: 27 .04 .2 001. 

O.A.No. 456/2 000 

S .B .Narsinqhani S/o Shri Brahmanand a9e 5:! years, A-59, 

11anS-3.rC•var ColOil'.J, Vaishali nagar, Ajm=r, Sr. Tm(P)O/o 

JTOVII (SDOP )Ajne r. 

• • • • • Applicant • 

vs. 

1. union of In:1 ia HO:: thr(l~l·;-Jh Chairman DO!'/J;JI'SitJro 
commission, Ministry of communication,Ne't.._, Delhi. 

2. Genercrl Man;J.ger, Telecom District, Aj~r. 

3. Dy. GMrD 0/o GMI'D Ajmer. 

4. SDE (HRD) 0/o GRI'D Ajaer. 

. . . . . Respondents • 

••• 
Mr. N .K..Ga J.lf:am, counsel for the a~plicant. 

Mr. Hemant Gupta, prcocy counse 1 for 
Mr • .f\1.Raf iq, c.:>uns~ 1 for the resp_onde nts • 

••• 

CORAM: 

HCN 'BLE .f\ffi .A .K.MISR.A, JCDICIAL MEMBER 

HON 'BLE MR. • S .K..AGP.At-1AL, ADl1IN:CTRrtT IVE J.1EN3ER 

.... 
PER MR. A .K .. M!SRA : 

The appljcant had filed this O·A· with the prayer 

that the Orders dated 25/31.3 .1998 Annex .. 1\./5 and dated 

17.2.1999 Anrex.l'l./'7, be declared erron;;ous and in-effective 

and th~ resp.:,nde:nt3 be dirl":::ct.ed to treat the punishment for 

with-holding three :J1NPiR$ increrrents without cumulative effect 
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as :per the orae r: dated 3 0 .1 0 .199:! Annex .A/2 from 3 0.3 .1989 

to 29.3.1992 ana the respondents be directed to grcnt time­

bound one prom,Jt ion to the applic::..nt w .e .f. 3 0.3 .1992, with 

all consequential benefits i.e. re-f»:ation of pay .and 

arrancj·ing payn-ent of difference of pay. 

2. Not ice of the o •. r... "Vlas 9 iven to the respondents 

wh·o h·ave filed their reply to which a rejoinder Has :;.lso 

filed by the appl !cant • 

3 • We h·3:ve heard the l~arl."l€:d ct::•tmse 1 f,::-r the part :i.es 

4. Fr·~m the reply of the resp·:ond.z.nt.=: it appears that 

the appl.t: ant v13S accorded t iae botind one promot io~ w .e .f. 

4 .2 .1994 in r·ursuance Of the scherre. It is alle9ed. by the 

respon:lents th:lt the 5.ppl:L::ant \vas punished with a penalty 

of stcpp:19e of grade increment for three. years while he 

\~as alre-3-dy un:'3erg·:>int;J the penalty of gr-:i::le stoppage for 
TW11 
eBE ::-·=ar". Since th~ applicant v1as urrlergoin.;; the r;.~n:::t.lty 

ther·~for•:: he cc1.1ld not have ooen granted prom·:>tion and the 

higher scale urrler the scheme. The responderta also relied 

on the letter of DGP&T dated 3 .s .1976 as q:tloted in ccs 

{CCA) R•Jles, 19.S5 in Para.-19 .-;,f R:J.le 11. The ~spondenta 

the apo 1 :ic ~nt th:it in the instant c.::tse .P21.ra :! 0 under the 

same Rul'~ wo:J.ld apply and n::t ~the pa_ra 19 and c·::.nsequently 

the pen·:tlt7 of stopp::t~;Je of· 9rade in.:rerrt:!nt sh·:>~1ld b:: deemed 

tc. h·:3ve C·:tn·e t•J an ~nd in the :i~ar 1992. On the •=-theL~ h~d 

the learned ,::o•_ms,91 f.:)r the applicant ·3.dV·'inced -:trgurrents 
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5. \Ole have considered the· rival argun"t~nts. In 

our opinion, the co·nt rove rsy woald oo regulated as per the 

decisi . .:;,n of' the GO~ernmt;nt dated 3 .s .1976 which is men-

tione:a in Para 19 of R!lle 11 of the ccs (CCA) R'~l·:::s,1965, 

which is qLl.oted here ande r :-

6 • 

"19. ImpleR~entat ion when a series of penalties 
of stopPage of increaents 3.!:'?. im9osed. --

'cases where ·.3. ser:ies of penalties r:£ stoppage 
of in::r.:.Hrents · e~.rt: imposed f)n a G·:>vernrrent 
servant, w0:ce be in9 re.f6rt:ed to fr,:>m time to 
time for clarification a.s t ~:hoti these orders 
will be implerr.::nted in act·J.al practice. Such 
casE:s -..~ere un:1er consideration of the 
Directorate fvL' s•.:me tiro::, past ::~.nd it has nor .. J 

been decided that wh=re the disciplinary a. .... ~a-.~d!l 
imposea p?nalties of stoppage of increnEnt 
one after the :~ther in sep:=:1rate cases on the 
Gove rnrr.::: nt se :evant, the effect of t:he first 
punishirBnt order of stoppa.ge of increrrent 
\·1 ill cont imE for the per io.l specified in 
the punishrA:nt order. Th,:;reafter the p:1y of 
the Governmsnt servant '-11 ill be r-a is~d by 
giving him increments \-Jh ich, but for the 
imposition of the pen~lty. wo_tld have l::een, 
admis.s ible to him ani ,:.nly then the second 
order of stoppage of increliE·nt will be .Rl3de 
effective \tlhi.::h ~r:ill .:::ont~nue for the p~riod 
specified in the secon.i punishrrent order for 
stoppa9e of increment .3.nd so on. 

( D.G. P.&T.,LettGr Uo.230/308/75-Disc.II,dated 
the 3rd May, 1976 ') ... 

In viEw of the· above, t.he applicant co~J.ld have 

been ~ccorJe.:l the next h i~;ne r sc.::t le and prom•Jt ion un.:te r 
only 

the tim:::-bound scherreL3.fter the currBncy of the second punish-

n-ent was over. 'the app li::: -ant had in fact been accorded 

the said promotion in A.U.;JuSt 1994. In our opinion. Para 20 

quoted under the said Rule an:i relied upon by the learned 

counse 1 f vl" the appljj;s.nt, d.:es not apply in the instant 

case. l?ara 2 0 as relied on by the: le.:::.rred counse 1 for the 
~ti:" 

applicant deals the m:1tter relat il19 to diffel:'ent penalties 
L.. 

imposed on a. dE-faulting Governn=-nt servant in respect of 

I 
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penalty of lowe ring the 9!:0.de twice by two different 

orders, ~1h ich is not the, .::a.se in h..:ind • Even ·~he r:w ise, 

canno~ be imph·mented concarrently .F.i..IS~~ penalty has to be 
-ted 

implarerf-/first .:tnd the sec·::-nd. subseql.lently. In ... de\'! of 

this, I?ar3 20 of Rule 11 of the CCS (o:A) Rul,=s,1965,does 

not help the ~ppli::: dnt in the inst.:l.nt. case. 

7 • In viet•1 of the abC~ve discussions, ':it:! dr.) not find 

any :r.erit in this ~ppli,::ati•:>n and tho; same dt:serves t·:· be 

rejected. 

an:l. the parties ·~rt: 1~ ft t (:. bear their .-::r-:m cost. 

( s .r~.Ar;;;r·3.W-3.l ) 
Adm.M;mber 

riehta 

• • • • 

~~ 
( ·A .K.Hisra ) 
Judl.x-~mber 


