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ORDER

l*lr A, v. Haridasan,M(3)

... Applicant

Respondent©

This application is directed against the

order dated 12#e,e8(Anne>cure-A) by which penalty

of reduction in pay of the applicant from fe«3500 to

Rs.3000 in the scale of pay of fe.3000-4500 was

imposed on the applicant with effect from 31.e»88 and

rejecting the appeal,
against the appellate order dated 5,12.brief

facts of the case can be stated as thuss

2. Uhile the applicant uas working as Deputy

0ir6ctor(M«C.), National Handicrafts and Hgndloom
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Ruaeuro, New Delhij a show cause notice was served

on him and after getting his explanation ,

it' was proposed "^ to held ^n inquiry

against him® The substance of the allegation uas

that the applicant while functioning as Deputy

DirectoFyNational Handicrafts end Handloom fnuseum,

Nsw Delhi put to auction on 3,6»86, 43 wooden

packing boxes of. estimated cost of fe,79,000 without

taking prior approval of the competent authority and

the same were auctioned for Rs.1000 only thereby

loss
causing considerable^to the State Exchequer, The

applicant denied the charge, A formal inquiry uas

held. The Inquiry Officer submitted a; report

holding the charge against the applicant as proved^

Agreeing with the findings of the Inquiry Officer,

the Disciplinary Authority uide order dated 12*8ee8

(Annexure-A) imposed a penalty on the applicant, of

reduction in his .pay fronj Rs« 3S00 to Rse3000 in the

scale of pay of Rs^ 3000-4500 with immediate effect

and upto 3l,eo88. Aggrieved by the order of the

Disciplinary Authority, the applicant preferred an appeal

to the Appellate Authority which was rejected vide

order dated 5.12. e8(^%inexure-B) . HEncethe applicant

filed this :appilic;ation praying that the

impugned orders(Annexure-A. and Annexure-B) be quashed

and set aside®
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3, The caae of the applicant is that the

charge uas Toisted on him by Crv3yotindra Gain,

the Senior Director out of jealousy for his

achievement and that the enquiry authority uho

was a subordinate of Or Jain was biased against

him. He contends that the finding of .guilt is not

warranted by the evidence,

4, The respondents in their reply have refuted
(

the allegations made in the application and have

stated that the penalty was imposed on the applicant

after adjudging him guilty in an enquiry held

according to the Rules and in conformity with the

principles of natural justice, after giving

;oppbTtuhit>y to him to defend himself,

5, Since the applicant and his counsel choosed^

to remain absent and none appeared on behalf of the

respondents, ue have decided to consider the case

on merits without assistance of the parties after

perusing the materials on record, have, therefore,

meticulously gone through the entire materials on

record®, A careful examination of the proceedings

of the enquiry, evidence recorded at the enquiry,

tile enquiry report and the connected materials, ue

are are satisfied that the enquiry has been held in

accordance with rules and that the applicant has been
\

given fair and reasonable opportunity to defend
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himsslf. The disciplinary authority has on a

consideration of the evidence recorded at the

enquiry and the finding of the enquiry authority

held the applicant guilty of the charge and then

awarded the punishment. There is nothing to

indicate that the enquiry authority 'was biased.

The finding of guilt is based on legal evidence.

The penalty imposed on the applicant is a roinor

one and the disciplinary authority has taken a

very lenient view probably taking note of ths

fact that the appiicat u/as to retire shortly.

In these circumstances, ue do not find any scope

for judicial intervention.; with the impugned order,

and accordingly this application is dismissed as

devoid of any merit, leaving the parties to bear

their own costs.

(B, Ks'^i^gh)
I^Braber(<ft)

dbc

(Ae Me Haridasan)
Member(J)


