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competent authority. In reply, ne deniad the allegations, which resulte
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1. General Manager,

Delhl Milk Scheme

Shadipur, ﬂﬁ‘ielN
New Delhi-8
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Befﬁzt Animal Husbandry &
Dalrving, New Delhi-1.
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Secretary to Govi. of India,

Ministry of Agricuiture,

Dept* of Animal Husbandry & Dairying,
wrishi Bhawan,

New Delhi - Respondants
{through Sh. 5.M. Arii, Advocaie)
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Applicant impugns the order dat NPESig upon him a minor

snaity of stoppage of th , ordsr passed in appsal on 22.7 2003

uphoiding the punishmenti as well as the order passed in review on 5.3.2004
reducing the penalty to stoppage of ong increment.
2. Applicant, who was wor ;ﬁng as Assistan{ Miiic Distripution Officer i Delhi

Milk Scheme was issued a minor penalty of chargesheet under Rule 186 of the

on the ground that he over-looked the irregular and
unauthorized construction/rencvation in Daepot No.298 which was converted by
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the Concessionaire of the Dapot inte All Day Mik Stall without approval of the
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into a
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mingr penally, which was atfirmed in appeal and reducing in review, giving rise




b

reirial benefits and the applicant has not committed any misconduct. i is stated
that Disciplinary Authority was biased and acted as a judge in its own course by

visiting the Depot and deciding the case as a Disciplinary Authority.

4. it is also stated that the mincr construction has been carried out within
the agraement entered into betwesn Concessionaire and the DMS and this

consiruction was subsequently regularized. As such, the applicant has not

committed any misc oiduct.
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On the other hand, respondents’ counsel, vehemsantly opposad ihe

contentions and stated thal Depot 288 was serted in All Day Milk Stail

& | have carefully considered ihs rival contentions of the pariies and
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lepel and Tound

7. Merely bscause General Manager has inspecied ihe

unauthorized construetions is nelther a complainant nor a witness.  As sugen,
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8. Az regarc gnduct, | cannot in a judicial review re-apprize hs
avidence. However, being an officer, it ie incumbent upon the applicant to be
as to irregular and unauthorized construction which resulied in
injtiation of All Day Rk Beoth by the Concessionaire.
renovation sought on 20.8.2003 was accorded oniy on 2.9.2003 though it is
~ermissible Tor the Concessionaire to have petty minor alterations but he cannot
convert it as All Day w’m Boath, which reguires formal approvai. As a

supervisor, i is incumbent upon the applicant to have detecled this and {o
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raport to the authorities. Having not to do so, | do not find any fegal int rmity in

the order passed by ihe respondents. Accordingly, the OA is dismissed . No
cosis. S -
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