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"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.

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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