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CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL ALLAHABAD,

Registration No. 466 of 1986(0A) *
Seti Bahadur Singh - .... applicant.
Versus

General Menager,Ordnance Factory Kanpur
and others esss Respondents,

Hon'ble D.S.Misra,A.M.
Hon'ble G,S.Sharma,JM,

( Delivered by Hon'ble DSMisra)
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- In this application under Section 19 of 'thej
8 Al

A.T.Act XIII of 1985, the applicent has sought the ’1
quashing of the order dated 6.7.84 passed by the
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o - Genersl Manager,Ordnénce Factory Kaenpur imposing .

punishment of stopping increments for 2 years with

-—

cumulative effect and the order dated 12,3.84 passed

L.

by the Chairman Ordnance Factory Board rejecting the by
;;f. ) - appeal of the applican?, ; | ?53

B ' The zdmitted facts of the case are that the
applicant,who is &n employee of Ordna.ric-e Factory Kanp‘uf;r’l

was served with a memorandum dated 24,2,1984 under

~ Rule 16 of the CCS(CCA) Rules 1965 with the 'ilputaﬁiéa‘n |
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of charge that the epplicant lent money to Sri Ygggsh g ; |
| Chendra, misbehaved with him using abusive langu;agm@
e ,-._. aﬁbpu;m to snatching money from him fjruim . ’G
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3.! We hay
c e have heard the arguments of the learned
ouns ] .
¢l for the parties, It js contended on behalf

of the applj
e PP 1caq§lthat d Copy of the complaint dated
12,1983 of Srj Yogesh Chandra was.

- agd the order was Péssed withoyt
oldi ] 1 I
1ng any inquiry evep when the applicant hag !
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\ is not abllgatery/handata;y to hold anp inquiry

A and the satisfact _ | : | . . {?

,‘_‘.{1; | RN A tion of the disclplinary authority is '
B i 1t to impose the Penalty, We have eXxamined h-g
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A, L;.* ’ . was ba d ,giht‘#ra'
K o b : . ae- 0 .. ; . . : : ¥ g |
7 N no evidence,We shal) first dea %% N |
B L6 8 the O0S(CEA) Rulas lais S0 et
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B ; Rule 16: (1)-Subject to the provisions of sub

e rule(3) of Rule 15,no order imposing on a |
Government servant any of the penalties specified
in cleuse(i) to {iv) of Rule 11 shsll be made

" except after- '
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() B Borible B et b, vt ¢

c‘.ll‘ﬁ-‘lii‘liiliill
Edg recording & finding on each imputatien
of misconduct or misbeheviour,

> 8 Under Rule 1(d) of Rule 16 of the CCS(CCA) Rules,

it is necessary for the disciplinary authority to ?

record @ finding on each imputation of misconduct,or |
misbehaviour. The impugned order dated 6.7.84
(ennexure 1) merely statés the charges contained in
the memo of the charge served on the applicant and °
does not disclese any finding on any eof the two
chargﬁs levelled agsinst him. It merely says that

on a careful considerstion of the written statement :
of defence submitted by the zpplicant, he finds Sri 5

Sati  Bahadur Singh guilty of the charge levelled

e -

'agéinst him. The disciplinary authority goes on to

- impose the penalty of stoppage of increment of two
'years. It is well settled law that a disciplinary 1%
inquiTy. has to be a quasi judicisl,inguiry held s

..,.L_

according to the principles of natural justice and tﬁg
disciplinary authority has 2 duty to act judiai&%&&@-i
In this cese the disciplinary authority has nqt.ﬁﬁiﬁﬁi
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any reason why the denial made by the appliqant ags
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the Hon'ble Supreme Court has observed that the word |
'consider' in Rule 27(2) of the CCs(CCA) Rules
implies due application of mind. The appellate authority
has also aﬂffcared to examine whether the findings of |
the disciplinary authority ére warranted by the EVidﬂnaa%
on record, We have considered the matter and we are of
the opinien that disciplinary'ardbg hes been passed‘ﬁn

mﬂ*ﬂ‘r&*g
no evidence and the appellete nr.d-i has also not

e ] o i T

considered this fact.! ¥ - 4y

For the reasons mentioned sbove, we guash the
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pﬁnishment order deted 6.7.84, and the'appeliate,
order dated 12.8,1984, It is however open to the
respondents to take action against the applicant #¥*f§?fj

iﬁ accordence with law. Parties shall bear their own {

.costs .




