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CEMTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL
PRINCIPAL BENCH

New Delhi, this the 22nd day of August, 2003

Hon'ble S < "2, Member {(A)
Hor’ble Sh. Shanker

.D.Gandhw

ef Enforcement Officer
f rcement Directorate (FEMA)
¢ Floor, Jitendra Chambears

DO 0
o

Near RBI Building, Offi. Ashram Road
nmedabad.
Applicant
(By Advocate Sh. P.P.Khurana with
Ms. Seema Pandey)
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Union of India through

1. The Sacretary
Govt. of India
Ministry of r'na”
Deptt. of Reven
New Delhi

N

The Diractor Enforcement
Directorate o° Enforcement
Loknayalk Bhawan, Khan Market
New D2l1hi

.Respondents
{8y Advocate Sh. H.K.Gangwani)

ORDER (ORAL)

Shri Shanker RaJju,

Applicant impugns the respondents’ order dated
0-2000 imposing upon him a punishment of reduction
in the time scale of pay by two stages for & period of
three vears with cumulative e

fect. Quashment of the

above has been sought with all coseguential benefits.

2. Applicant who is working as Chief
Enforcement OCfficer while working as Enforcement
Officer 1n 1986 was issued with a memo for a minor

vide memo dated 17-4-2C.  App

0
m
e
_3
U)
o
O
o
®
(&R

to it by

szeking documents.
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z. By an order cated 24-2-90, memo has baan
withdrawn and it has been decided to dinitiate
disciplinary proceedings against the applicant for a
major penalty. Though initially a common proceedings
has been ordered under Rule 12 of the CCS (CCA) Rules
inid byt the zsams was nrogressed and a separate
engudiry fhas been held against the applicant by virtus
of which an appellate authority of the applicant has
hecome his disciplinary authority blocking his right
of appea.
-~
- A Inquiry OFfficer was appointed and tne
Inquiry proceeded. 1In the inguiry report, applicant
b &

was exoherated from charges (i1) and (iv) whereas was

Fald guilty of charges (i) and (ii1).
5. Discipiinary authority vide memo dated
| 9-6-28 disagreed with the inguiry report on allegation

Y. Applicant responded to the dis-agreement memo by

objecting to it and demancirg copy of the CVC comments

J obtained on the inquiry report. The same was refused
= vide communication dated 29-7-92,
»
5 UPSC was consulted Thereafter respondents
Ly an order dated 16-10-2000 imposed the penalty on
“he applicant,
7. Applicant baing aggrieved with the

aforesaid, preferred an appeal which was rejected on
the  ground that as the orders have bsan passed

iezs, giving rise to thne present
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