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applicant was reverted to the lowest grade as = F
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team of Vigilznce Inspector. In course of tha-
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The zpplicant 1t is =1leged ﬂﬂnﬁd‘?ﬁrand aacept&d 1“‘“
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by ordei datad 18«&,508 . the applicant was pamowed fram
‘ | seivica (Annsxuie=1). In appeal fha ps 2lty of samoval i i.-
P fiom sspvice was set asids @nd in its place th2 applicant ‘h:;_.* ,
| nés been ordeed to be jeverted to lowsr gréde as ticket “‘jﬁ-'.'

collicto: in the scals eof is. 950-1500/= 8nd his pay was "*‘d" '

fixed as fis. 950/-.
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of Fact recorded by an inqu$r?-9??lﬁﬂfiﬂiJ:mﬂf'i al |
| L =B : S | NS "
[ R and a8 such the disciplinacy Authority rﬁﬂ' legitimate |

diffar with the comnclusions arrived st hf tm

of ficer for reasons to be recorded., The disci P :_-
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A-1 for coming to & concluzion different to that gf
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passad ralates ta the charge of negilgenas e ""1"'.:

an irregular passenger in the 3 tier coache.
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iiﬂ 5. It was stated by the learned counsel for ' _
i applicant that according to the order of the ﬁi&eig‘i
i Author ity a fresh chargesheet for minor pUHis.m:g’ﬂﬁ A X
l should have been issued as dirAacted in the said Bré‘f&‘ 3
! and that since this was not done, it was submitted, ";.:,'- :
1;'i | the impugned order could not have been passed. we ":h J
are unable to agree with this contention of the imnaﬁ .:

counsel for the reason that the Revisional mtharxhy

disagreed with the finding of the Disciplinary _ |

Authority and issued notice to t he applicant te shou

cause why he should not be removed from safyic-a- and
| thereafter removed him from Service by order dated

18.2.,89. The notice having been issusd for removal from

sefvice, the penalty such as reversién or reduction

F in rank could have been imposed wit issuing | ‘

fresh chargesheet/notice.s That being so we are | i_j

W e satisfied that the Appellate Authe ity was Bwatm‘?m)
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132 in support of his argument that reduction m

louwer grade and fixing the pay at the minimum ﬁ t S
rl _‘:" -
grade amounts to double jeopardy. The Hyderabad Ber 3
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of the Central Administrative Tribunal have nnld
6nd fixing pay at the minimum of

penalties of reduction to lower tind‘acalaszpannat

,a.

.-'

imposed together. In that case the appli-ant was ‘;J;.' |
working in the scale 550-750/- at the time the \
impugned order whereby he was reverted to scale of

it | pay 425-700/- was passed and his pay was fixed at

| il -
Rse S500/=-« The Tribunal after hearing the rival
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contention has held;

"It would therefore be clear that the rules do
not contemplate imposing two penalties at a time.
But there is no bar to effecting recovery for loss
caused to the Government along with anyother.
penalty. From a reading of the order of the
impugned authority, it is clear that the intention
e is not to impose tuo penalties. Further, no rule
ntlnstructinn cont an pgatas awarding of two punish-
ments for the same offence. Hence, on this grnuﬂd
we would hold that fixing the of the applicant
at Rs. 500/= in the louer tlmaﬁ e has to be set
aside. The applicant would b i.tlad to such -
pay in the loyer post time scale as he would have
drawn if he had continued in such a scale."
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Tribunal referred to above,
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| will be entitled to g._ur;._h :"
!i B, 8 b Bobts oF Rse !5&-15&#- hed H - not
| been promoted to scale 1203—2NEV-- The il‘ 32 ;|
| order of the appellate Authority Inpastng Jg *“r{'_t:'_?f_f'f;._-; :
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