o fifde dar e R, SEgR

MUT =T —5892 / 2022
ot g
— 37Tt
RG]

1. ORI 1 SIRY SAfaRed =g |fera, I8 fa9rT, |farer,

SR |

2. gfer WEMQe®, Yo JeaTed, SR RISl |
3. gl AEIRIeA®, Qe 1o, dIeT N9, dicl |
4. gfera smefletep, fSTlT dic UTHIOT, BIcT TSR |

—ggefToT
U)o Bl fadid ¢ 14.11.2022
Y P feAid © 03.05.2023
SURRerd —

YTt o AR F : & A AR WA T [69 W, 9IS
gl fI9TT BT IR | - 571 7TRa Rg, sifdraaar

HY — 3T YIS, HawI(<Tid)
g o, e

SR

1. HHel &I 3D Ul bl @ gY IR Rifder Jar (e
Al & forg srdier srferavn) SifSfH, 1976 @ ORT 4T &
U H Rfferar uqM &= @ UieHl WIieR @R U W
GAaTg B TS |

2. el & Sff¥aadr &1 HUA T b ULl HAwa—4 T e
e 15.03.2019 IR fHar 8, 9 gRT I8 Mok foram an
g f& f3T® 01.06.2002 & UTaTd dIameil & 1 4 3ffdd FdH
B ¥ S 18 I Bl UGN BT A 3 9 & UvETd AT 08.
03.2016 @ YA W 08.03.2019 ¥ &A1 SR | Srdiaedl &1 a8
deb el b gd H ofqer f&id 22122015 (3Jeld—4) &
ERT I8 3N &A1 71 o1 & &% 01.06.2002 & U 2 |
e Had B W il P 99 2014—15 H 5 d¥ Tqb
et arvgar gRenm & fog dferd fsar Sirar 21 ora: qd & 2
3 3P HaT B9 DI T H UTRl @ th IR o9 | dfed




3diel AT ¢ 5892 /2022 35T Rig

T S g ©, A S SMER IR O IR R THIYl &1 a9
T R A oW 9 dfga fear s sfaa J98 7

3. U@ fa9TT @1 3R 9 Warg H ¥ aed fear g b
arqierefl @1 18 Ay @I Har fafeyr fIh 08.03.2016 BT YU B
g ol | olfdT o9 WRDHR & URUF f3HTd 20.06.2001 TG 08.04.
2003 UG YfoTd HTed & US HHAID 1978 Qi 26.03.2006

&R 01.06.2002 & UTATd 02 HAM ¥ 3D BH UR ISR
fafder dar (i d9a9) w2008 wd fad fawmTr &
ML f3IH 06.10.2008 B TG HSI3I BT IHIT B
H 18 Y B W1 QAP 08.03.2019 B YUl &+ WR FHATER
SR SNl | 275 QA6 05.03.2019 AT HHAIG 3416—17
&1 15.03.2019 gIRT 3dieredl &1 fgdiy vl ipa &1 71
g |

4. B9 QM1 UEll gNT fa¥ U d@l R AR Ud gFEell @t
SYd e Hegd- T | 3rdiefefl &1 3R A U+ Thi & FHA
4 = geid yadl ffde Re difess | 1024 /2018
SIRTH ITRUTA I/ TSR I | a1 o7 e 20.11.
2021 TR B & | RraH A S9a It | WK w5 o
TR | 79 @rad fhar & —

"The court clearly opined that the respodents having inflicted

one punitive action of department of ACP for a period of 5 years
because of the fact that the employee fathered a third child after
13.08.2004 and having been penalised, by no means, the respondents
could have inflicted another adversity on the petitioner for the same
cause.

In that view of the matter, the issue raised by the petitioner is
squarely covered by the judgment in the case of Parbat Singh (supra).

So far as the submissions made by learned counsel for the
respondents regarding taking action under two different orders is
concerned, the mere fact that two diferent orders dealing with
promotion as well as ACP are in existence, does not mean the same has

to be applied to the same employee.
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The deferment of either promotion or ACP, as the case may be,

is required to be applied to the subject employee, however, both the

circulars cannot be applied to the same employee, for the same cause.”’
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