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' Applrcarit iifipirgns resporidents show oause

riotice dated 30. 12.86 {Aniiexure P 9 to amended OA) and Ot'̂

dated I ! . 1 i , 1992 (Annexur e p—! ,3 to amended OA) with

all co!!sequentia 1 benefi ts includino back waries.

-• A d 1s c 1. p11 na r'y proceeding was initiated

agaiiisl appl I'sant f oi a maim pe-ia] t v under i?fii e 1

'•'cl- (CPA) Rules, !965, by issue of chargestieet dated

28v 1,82 (Anriex'ire P-1 ) w'hich listed four" charges, Th^

Inquiry Ofto.x;ef held tliat only chai ges 2 and 3 were

proved) He also referred to certain extenuatinn

'11 i r ums tanr:i:>s i/1 z , , tire aptr 1 ica 1.1 orr for ex terr ^i on of

leave was riol co!!sidered and ttrr applicant was ']]

wh i I e ohr rioH

I'ly I-eripoi!, the d i sr-i pi i r,a r-y authority Issued

n



X'

^ ':M'der dated !9,9,85 (Aheexure p-b) by whicl; the

a r> p i i e a ri wa s o e j-i s u r e d ,

q. Oi: appeal, the appelldt.e authority further

rji !i,!ted the penalty on 30,9.85 by holding that it

would meet the ends of justice It a simple warning was

crsued t'O the applicant to be careful in future.

5, It is thereafter that impugned notice dated

dl, 13.86 ^Arniexure P--9 ) was issued by respondent no.!

indicating that this disciplinary case was beirsg

considered fc<r r'ovisi.on by the Fdesiderit of India

under Rule 29 CCS (CCA) Rules, with a view to imposing

the major penalty of removal from service on the

gi~ound that the charges proved agaijist the applicant

were very grave and serious.

6, Applicant submitted his reply rui 20. 2.8? but

upon not hearing anyttiing hurthsr in the matter, he

filed the present O.A. on SO.9.92 impugning the

aforesaid notice dated 30. 12.86, hU^ c,n
c C\'yx"t\clc d 0/j dhTi Coy ci i/ -j

7, By interim order s dated 17,]!., 92,

respondents were directed not to pass final orders in

the proceedings before ttie revisional authority by

Memo dated 30.12.!986. ^
/



R After plea dinner were cornpleted, the matter

4 heard by a nivision Bencii, who by i ta^ order dated

a qe reoommeiided that tire matter be referred to a

Bench for corrrideration of the following two

oner tifyns i

• . whAtoipsr the expression "from which an
i allowed but from which no appeal

he'r' been "preferred, or from which no
,:innoal is' allowed" occrn ring in the
-iiPv::: t'Mii r ) \/e portion o sub-rule (i ? ol
p,I"i f:, '? Q' of t.he Ce!i tr r? 1 divi 1 Services
r'ciassi fication. Control and Appeal)

1965, has to be construed only in
fJi^rms'of Rule ?2 and Rule 23 thereof-

(11) In the light of the arsswer to (i above,
yhe t ti e r t h«a power of revision can be
exercised "against all or'de! s passed in
appeal without any exception, or whether

I roil! types of oj'ders passed iri apt'ei::rl,
which do not find a merit!on either in Rule
c? fyr Pule 23, are to be ti eated as final
and absolute and beyond the purview of
r 0 V i s 1 o n, "

Q A piiM Bench of the Th ibunal heard the

matter and by their order dated ? 2.2000, answered the

first point of r-eferenoe in the negative and the

second point of reference in the affirmative .

in MeaiiWhile after taking the advice ot UPSt.

rcrx-pondents issued impugned minor penalty order dated

j j \ j . j 992 of stopping the next iricr ernent of applicant

t.-^viing due on 1. 1.1 993 before he superannuated.

i j Tn fhs» light of above, it is clear' that the

revisional authority was competent to issue the

impugned sliow cause iiotice dated 30. 12. 1986, and to

revise the appellate authority s order. It is also

tfi'^ tire revisional authority s order" dated

11 ! ) 1qq? i'evising the penalty to stoppage of
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•:jppl leant s next increment f-aUinn due on !.!.i993 i-

neither illegal. non arbitrary so as to warrant

!'! d I c i. a 1 i !i t e!' r e i" e n c
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