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B ' CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUMAL, PRINCIFAL BENCH
5 08 No-ZS/zooQ
/
Naew Delhi, this léth day of April, 2002
Hon’ble Smt. Lakshmi Swaninathan, Yice-Chalrman(J)
Hon“ble Shri M.P. Singh, Hoember(A
Sandeep kumar
W er Rcll No.&7
Central Jail, Tihar, New Delh-64 . .. fApplicant
{3hri 5.C. Luthra, Advocats)
VErSUS
1. Pricipal Secretary (MHome)
Govt. of NCT of Delhi
5, Shamnath Marg, Delh-54
2. Addl. DG-Cum~IG (P)
FPrison Headguairters
Maoar Lajwanti Chowk, New Delhi-&4 .. Respondents
{(Shri viay Pandta, aAadvocate)
& S

ORDER (oral)
Smt. Lakshmi Swaminathan, YC{J)

This application has been filed by the applicant
challenging the vires of the order of punishment passad
oy  the respondents dated 146.7.199%, whereby a penalty of

reguction  In  pay by three stages for a period of three
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. Luthra, learned counsel has drawn our
attention to the appellats authority’™s order dated
L7.4.2000 with reference to the appeal fTiled by the

/7 of the paper book.

1>

applicant, copy placed at annaxurs
The relevant portion of the appellate auvthority’™s  order

reads as follows:

appeal of the pstitioner and

"I have considered the
ong  thirough  the relevant material on record.

g
There iS'ﬂO force in his pleas. The disciplinary
authoritys order cannot be faulted on any score andg
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does pnot suffer  from any lacuna. There is no
Justification 1o interfere with the imnpugned ordsi
which is hereby maintained. The appeal is  hereby

Let the

We have also perused the grounds taken in the appeal by
the applicant who has, in particular, stated in paragraph

20 of  the appeal that he woula likse to consolidate  the

girounds in the succesding sub-paragirapns  of that
paragiraph and has given 7 sub-paragraphs.

. & perusal of the appellate authority’s order shows
that he has not considered sach of the grounds taken by
tha applicant in his appeal or passed a reasoned  and
spaaking order in rejecting the grounds, as  reguired

realevant rules and the principles of natural

He has meirely stated that he has gone thirough

and thera is no force in

the applicant™s pleas. Ha has also stated that the
disciplinary authority’s order sannot be fauited O any
score and does not suffer from any lacuna. This does not
show  that there has baen proper application of mind to
the pleas taken in the appeal by the applicant.

<4 It is settled law that the appellate authority has to

pass a speaking and reasoned order as held by the Hon"ble
Suprems  Court in the Ram _Chander Vs, UQL & Ors,. 1986
(2) &GLJ 247 and Q.N.Mukherise VY. UQI (17%0)(5) SLR §.

Respondents” snowtthat the regquirement of
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passing a reasoned and speaking order has

withiby any rule and under the provisions of the COS(CCH)
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Rules, 1965 under which the applicant has been proceeded

(P
. against in  the Departmental enquiry fma appellats
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authority ought to have passed a reasoned an

Q

spsaking

rder dealing with each of the issuss/pleas taken by the

7

applicant which has not been done in the present case.

5. In the result, for the reascons given above, this £

partly succeeds and is allowed  with the following

reasoned, detailed and speaking order on the appeal

the date of receipt of a copy of this order under
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