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CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIY

TR IBUNAL,ALLAHABAD BENCH, |

339 of 1993

ed: 2.9 March, 1995

Hon Mr, Justi€e B.GL Saksena,V.C.

Hon., Mr. S. Das Gug

La, Member (A)

Sri Osihar, son of Sho
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Colony, Bhagwat Das Ghét
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Secretary of
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General Msnag
ance Equipmen

Additional Di
ance Factorie
pment Factory

In 'this gpplicati

Administrative Tribunals Act, the applicant has

challenged the order pgs$sed by the disciplinary

e of Shri Chunti Lal,6/2 Devence

( By Advocat® Sri Gautam Chaudhary| )

Vérsws

Union of 1India through

L. Ram Pujan

e e ee o Applican't.
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ce, New

®o 0 *® o e

ﬁactory,

ector General
s Ordnance
Group Headquarters,

biba RBSpondent$.
Pdvocate Km, S Srivastava )

( By Hon, Tf. S. Das Gupta, Member|(a) )
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(iv) The quanfum of penalty is excesgive,

The revisifinal order has also been challenged
e ground that||it has been wrongly mentioned there
at the appliflant has been found guilty of
t second timg , wherees, the applicant was
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quantum of penalty Hn disciplinary matters
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9. In view of the|labove, the grounds taken by
the applicant which rHferred to the validity|of the

findings of the inquiryf officer and the quantym of

penalty have no force.|A few contradictions ip the

evidence of the proseghtion witness with regapd to
the time of occurencegy| as pointed out by the| applicant
apart from being mino®| in nature, are not of much
significance unlike in criminal proceedings |in which
exact time of occurengle of the alleged crimg has

some importance.,

» 10, As regards thg grounds taken by the agpplicant

that he was no given @ copy of the inquiry report

pefore |imposition of Ienalty and was not givpen
opportunity to repres nt, after 42nd amendmept to the

constitution, the sedpnd opportunity to show cause is

nolonger available 19 delinquent employee, However, the
Supremz Court has rulled in the case of Ramjﬂn Khan
that a|/report of the|linquiry must be given o the @@
delinquent but the chision in Ramjan Khan's case

has no retrospective application as decided |by the

SupreTe Court in thellcase of Managing Director

E.C.I.L. Vs, B, Karupakar, 1993(25)A.T.C. 704.

In th cése pefore u$, the impugned order of
penalty was passed gfior to 20.11,1990, We gannot
hold that the discigllinary proceedings were
vitiated by not giviphg a coOpy of the inquiry report

to the applicant beflore imposition of penalty.

11. As regards Uhe plea that the order of the

ﬁie disciplinary authorfity is non-speaking, we|(find
W
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