IN THE CENTRAL ADMINISTKATIVE TRIBUNAL
PHLINCIPAL EENCH

NtW DELHI

0A 585/92 with OA '8B6/02

New Delhi this the 12th day of May, 1997

Hon'ble Smt.Lekshmi Swaminathan, Member (J)
Hon'ble Shri R.K.Ahoojs, Member (&)

0k _585/92

Shri Phool Singh
s/o Shri Sukhi Rem,
R/0 J-239, Jehangir Puri,Delhi-33 -
eeo Rpnlicert
(By Advccate Shri S.MN, Shukla )

»

Vs,

1. Union of India through the Secy.,
Ministry of Agriculture, Department of
Aoriculture and Co-operstion,

Krish i Bhaven, New Delhi-1

2, The Genersl Manager,
Delhi Milk Scheme,
Weszt Patel Neagsr,
Neu Delhi,

...Respondents
(By Advocate Shri V,5.R. Krishne )

OA 58€/92

Shri Kartar Singh

s/o Shri Kure Singh

R/0 WZ-22,Todapur Villege,
Neuw Delhi-110012

8y ARdvocate Shri S,N, Shukla ) eee Fpnlicant
Vs,
1. Union of India through the Secy.,

Ministry of Agriculture & Co-operation,
Krishi Bhauan, New Delhi-110001

72 The General Manager,

Delhi Milk Scheme, Uest Fa‘e1 Nagar,
New Delhi-110008 )

. - oo RBSDGndentb
(By Advocete Shri V.S.R. Krishna )

0 RDER (ORAL)

(Hon'ble Shri R.K.Akooja, Member, (R)

T'/ie main grounds teken in these two OAs are the
same and trerefore, these ORe are dispocsed of by a commor nrder,
. w Ok $83]5.
2, The ellegation acainest the spplicant was that vhile
: N

deployed  on milk distributicn duty on 6.12.1988 he alonguith
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others yhich includes Shri Kertav Singh attempted t i1fer

35 X 1 litres poly pack milk, end,therefore, the diccirlinary
authority initieted the departmentel enquiry under Rule 14 of
the CCS(CCR) Rules, 1965 as e recult of which the penslty of
compuleory retirement was swsrcded, The apresl filed by the
applicant against this order to the Secretary, Ministry of
Agriculture and Co-operation was aleo rejected vide Memo,dated
6.3.1991, Therefore, he has filed this epnlication for seeking
directions to quash the disciplinary authority's order a; well
as the appellate author ity's order and for reinstatement with

all consequentisl benefits,

3. The applicant has pointed out certain diescrepancies in
the disciplinary eu?hority's order including the fact that the
punishment was awarded by the Genersl Mansger when in fact it wa-c
the Oeputy General Manager who was the dicciplirery authority
in this case., He had taken some other grounds in hie arreal
which he sglleges were not concicdered by the Secretary,Ministry
of Agriculture ang Co-operation,

4, We have heard the learned counsel for hoth the rarties,
It is denied by the learned counsel for the re=pondent that the
appellate authority's order is not a speaking order, He aleo
contended that there is no irregularity in the eceveral Manzager
while passirg the order, He also sﬁbmits that there is no

irregularity in the appellate gﬁthoritv!a order as well,

5. - We have considered the argumentsibn both sides and
perucsed the appellate authority's order and we find that the
appellate suthority hes summarily rejected the appeal and has
not considered the pointe raised by the applicant in his appeal,
particularly in regafd to the authority which is competent

to pess the discinlinery authority's order. In viev of thise

posit ion, we quaesh ard set aside the impucned order of the
appellate authority in both these two OA. and remand the cace

to the appellatebuthority to pass & speaking and reaconed order
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within a period of three monthe from the date of receipt ef

8 copy of this order yith intimation to the arplic ant,

6., The two OAs ere dicposed of as above, No orcer ge to

costs, A copy of this nrder shouyld be kept in OAR 586/02(Sh.Kartar
Sinch v, UDI & Ors)
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