Central Administrative Tribnunhal
Principal Bench: New Delhi

0.A. No. 2313/2001
New Delhi this the 5th day of September, 2001

Hon’ble Mr. Justice Ashok Agarwal, Chairman
Hon’ble Mr. V.K. Majotra, Membsir (A)

shri Subhash Chand Sethi,
s/o Late Shri P.&. Sethi,
R/o A-11, Sanchar Lok Apartments,
Patpar Ganj, Delhi-1100%2.
-Applicant
(By Advocats: Shri Gurdesp Singh)

Yersus

1. Union of India,
Through Secretary Govt. of India,
Ministry of Defencs,
New Delhi.

General Managsr,

Govt. of India,
Ministry of Dafence,
Ordnance Factory Board,
Crdnance Factory,
Muradnagar—-201208.

[\]

Addl. DG of/Mambsr
Appellate Authority,
Governement of India,
Ministry of Dsfence,
Ordnance Factory Board,
10A, Shaheed K.B., Road,
Calcutta-700001.

[4N]

—Respondents

ORDER (Oral)

By Mr. V.K. Majotra, Member {A)

The applicant has challenged order dated

2.5.1398 {Annexure A-1) passed by respondent No.Z,
General Managser, Ordnance Factory Board, Ordnance
Factory, Muradnagar whersby a penalty of reduction of

nay from Rs. 4270/- p.m. to Rs. 4030/- p.m. in the
pay scale of Rs. 3050-75-3350-80-4680 for a period of

one ysar with cumulative effect has bsen imposed upon
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of Bucket Elevators. Wheresas it has not been pointed
out  that wunder the rules or instructions, the
applicant could have inspected only a small number of
items out of a total number of items in inspection, we
find that basically in this enguiry, the documsntary
evidence has been considered to suffice for proving
the allesgations against the applicant. Whersas ths
Enquiry Officer had submitted a detailed shquiry
raeport . discussing. all aspects of the matter, the
Disciplinary Authority had passed detailed and
speaking orders as per the laid down procsdurs and
provisions of the relevant laws. The Appsellate
Authority has also found that the applicant had bssn
afforded full opportunity of defence; the enquiry had
been conducted as per the rules and laid down

procedure and that the guantum of punishment was

commensurate with ths chargses proved.
7. As a result, we do not find any infirmity 1in
the procesdings held against the applicant and alsoc in

the punishment meted ocut to the applicant for charges

proved against him. Accordingly, the CA is dismissed

biegodo

(V.K. Majotra) (A
Mamber (A)

CC.




