A
X
2

a .
s

. Z
2

CENTRAL AULMIN BIRADT IVE T [BUNAL
JChHP R BEKCH, . JODHPUR o

Date of Order :; R0-04.30p
R IG INAL APPLICATLION No, 171/1999.

Anda Ram son of §hri‘ Poaona Ram, aged about 32 years,
resident of vill. and Po. Gura Visnoi via Luni Distt,
Jodhpur, at prasent employed on the post 0f watcChuan
in Security Section Guard Room, Alr Force station,

Joghpur.

ALDPL-[\-;M‘]T »Q
VERSUS

1. Union of India through Secretary to the Govt. of

India, Ministry of Defence, Raksha Bhawan, New Delhi,

2. Alr Officer Commanding, Air Forece sStation,
Ratanada, Jodhgur.,

3. The Chief administrative Officer, Alr Force
Statlion, Ratanada, Jodhpur.

RELPONDENTS , o

Mc. . K. Kaushik, counzel for the gpplicant,
Mr, vinit Mathur, counsel for the respondents.

_CORAM

Hon*pble Mr. Justice, B, &8 . Ralkote, Vice Chairman.

Hon® ble Mr, Gopal &ingh, hdministrative Menber .,

®RoEr
( per Hon'ble Mr., Gopal 8ingh )

In this application under Section 19 of the
Administrative Tribunals Act, 1985, epplicent anda
Ram has prayed £or guashing the impugned chalgesheet
dated 18.02,.1999 ( aunexure A-l1 ) and order dated
05.04.1999 ( annexure A-2 ) with all consequential

benefits,

2. applicant's case is that he was initlally

appointed as antli Maleria Lascar on 01.06. 1988 and
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was glven permanent post Of Watchman on 01.12.1998,
; He was on duty on 22,11.1998 from 22y0 hours to 060U
hours of 23.12.1998. The applicant was issued a
show cause nstice on 08001.1999; asking him to explain
the absence from duty at 0230 hours and 0600 hours,
4pplicant denied the same and asked for en donguiry
Lito the matter, thereafter, he was lssued a charge-
sheet on 18.02.1999. On conclusion of the ingWiry
& minor panelty of reductlicn of his pay to the lower
stage tor & period of one year without future effect
il was lmposed upon him vide letter datad 05.04.1999.
appeal filed by the applicant was rejected by the
Appellate authority vide letter dated 18.05.1299
( annexure A-3 ). It iz the contentlion of the applicant
that the Appellate aAuthority ha: not given any speeific
findings on the polints raised by the applicant and
 the applicant has also not been given personal

heacing. Hence, this application,.

3. In the counter, the respondents have contested
application S - 3
the. mxpkxuxxx . vergent ly aiid 1t 1s Stated by them
-

that the applicant was sbsent from the duty point

at the relevantc *‘t::Lx.ne—;° It has, therefore, been stated
by the respondents that the penalty has been im,osed
upon the applicant after due consideration Of his
representation in this regerd. Hence, 1t has been
averred by the respondents that the application is

devolid of any merit and is liable to be dismissed.

4, we have heard the learned counsel f£or the

parties and perused the records of the case carefully.
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; 5, It is seen from the chargesheet dated

18.Q2 .1999 ( annexure A-~l ) that the applicant was

not- found on his duty at 0230 hours and 0600 hours

on 23.12.1998 during the inspection by a&ir Officer

Commanding and for that lapse, a penalty of reduction

to the lower stage of pay scale for e; pericd of one

year without any future effect was lmposed upon the

applicant., Similar cases had come up bef:‘:are us
declided i

earlies in DA NO. 32/1999 and 33/1999 g o UT.03,2001,

where the applicants were found sleep iy during night

v

v duty,and both the applicatiiong . -were rejected for the
reasons recorded therein. wWe are of the view that
the present case is also fully covered by our order

dated 07.03.2001 passed in Oa No. 32/1999 and 33/1999.

6. For detailed reasons recorded in our order
dated 07 .03.2001 passed in OA No. 32/1999 and 33/1999,
this application is dismissed but without cost.

(ipate sy

( copaL ENGP/) ( Bse S0 RAIKOTE )
Adm . Menber Vice Chaicman




Part T and W des'croyeé{
in my presence on =51 P
1y iy tho C‘HPR 1izion oi
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