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AOOITiONAL BENCH,
23-A, Thornhill Road, Allahabad-2 1 1C01 

Registration No. of

D

APPLICANT (s)

RESPONOENT(s)

•  • • • •  • • •#  •  •  « • • • • • # • •  •  • •  • • • •  •••«  « • » • • • • •  # • • •  • • • •  • • • •  • • • •  • • •>  •

Particulars to be examined

1. Is the appeal competent ?

2. (a) Is the application in the prescribed form ? 

(b) Is the application in paper book form ?

(c) Have six complete sets of the application 
been filed ?

3. (a) Is the appeal in time ?

(b) If not, by how hianydays it is beyond 
time ?

(c)yHas sufficient case for not making the 
application in time, been filed ?

Endorsement as to result of Examination

Fw-t , .

Tn
4 .' Has the document of authorisation/Vakalat- 

nama been filed ?

5. Is the application accompanied by B. D./Postal- 
Order for Rs. 50/-

6. Has the certified copy/copies of the order (s) 
against which the application is made been
filed ?

g z i i ^ o y

‘I  ^

7. (a) Have the copies of the documents/relied 
upon by the applicant and mentioned in 
the application, been filed ?

■V,

(b) Have the documents referred to in (a) 
above duly attested by a Gazetted Officer 
and numberd accordingly ?

V ,



si-Particulars to be Examined

( 2 )

Endorsement as to result of Examination

(c) Are the documents referred to in (a) 
above neatly typed in double space ?

8. Has the index of documents been filed and 
paging done properly ?

9. Have the chronological details of repres­
entation made and the outcome of such rep­
resentations been indicated in the application ?

10. Is the matter raised in the application pending 
before any Court of law or any other Bench of 
Tribunal ?

11. Are the application/duplicate copy/spare cop- 
'Mestf îgned ?

12. Are extra copies of the application with Ann- 
exures filed ?

(a) Identical with the origninal ?

(b) Defective ?

(c) Wanting in Annxures

Nos...................... /Pages Nos..............?
•>

13. Have file size envelopes bearing full add­
resses, of the respondents been filed ?

14. Are the given addresses, the registered 
addresses ?

15. Do the names of the parties stated in the 
copies tally with those indicated in the appli­
cation ?

16.-  ̂ Are the translations certified to be true or 
' supported by an Affidavit affirming that they

are true ?

17. Are the facts of the case mentioned in item 
No. 6 of the application ?

(a) Concise ?

(b) Under distinct heads ?

\  (c) Numbered consectively ?

/  (d) Typed in double space on ®ne side of the 
/  paper ?

18. Have the particulars f®r interim order prayed 
for indicated with reasons ?

19. Whether all the remedies have been exhaused.

V
H R ,
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O.A, No. 95 of 1989 

Dateds 4,2.1993

Hon*ble Mr. Justice U.C.srivastava,VC 

HonVble Mr. K. Obavva. Membar (a)

This is aii application for extension 

of time to complete the inquiry in terms of the 

judgement and order dated 27.8.1992. Taking into 

consideration the application# time is extended i 

upto 31st March 1993 beyond which no time shall 

be granted, it was only short matter, which is to 

be disposed of by the respondents, but the 

respondents are delaying the matter unnecessarily 

while the applicant ha"s already retired from 

service.

A.M. V.C.



IN'T-HE CENTRAL AOTIIMISTRATraE TRIBUNAL
■ : ' . fLUGKNO*'' BENCH) - ■

" ■ ' LUCKNOb!. . ; • .

-i-

O-.A.' Rd

T.A' NO

\1 E' R S ,U S

rt9 9  (L)

\
Da'te , o-f, Deci s i o n .

A'dvo.cate for the- 
Petitioner(s)

/'L v H tx v .

. ■ £

^Respondent.. , ,

'Aduocate .for t"he 
Respondents ■ ' '■ '

C O R  - A r̂.

7
The Hop ' bie.'l^f, 

• <

;;Tlie ‘ Hon' bie. (̂Ir.

Y

/

1 . Uhethe'r reporter of local  papers may be allowed t o ^ /

; , see, the'Dudgrnent ? ,

2 . '  To-be r e fe rr e d .t o  t'he repote.r or. net ■? y  '

V .  ■ -V -  - V. -  ■ . _ ' ■ ■ ■ , ,  / ! /  / -  '■
■3 .> Uhether tgbe c irc ula te d  to other-benches . , .

■4 . Uh'ether %etee their  L o r d . ' ships ujish'to .see .the- f a ir   ̂

copy of the-Dudgment ? , , ' ,

yiCE^CHAIRMAN/
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CBM'TR^SiL A D M I N I S T R J C C I V S  T R I B U N i S i L

■ ' lugkkow . bench

C  LUCKNOW

O.A . No. 95/89

: t o j  ay  Krishna J^pplicant

versus

Union of India & others Respondents.

,. C : Shri A. Mannan Counsel for llpplicant

gj^ri L .P . Shukla Counsel for Respondents. j

Hon. Mr, Justice U .C . Srivastava, V .C .
Hon. Mr. K. Qbayya, Adm. Member .̂----

(Hon. Mr. Justice U .C . Srivastava, ,V .C .)

when
At the relevant point of time/the applicant x-̂as 

working as Ac3ministrative Officer at Central Institute 

of Research on Goats, he was served with a charge sheet. 

The charges against him were that while functioning 

as Administrative Officer, at C.I.R.C^. Makhdoom during the 

year 1983, tampered with office records regarding 

orders of the Director, CIRC, about the grant d  st\J.4y 

leave to Shri G.M. Wani and issued an correigendum granting 

him study leave upto 15.12.1983 in lieu of 31.3.1983 

without the approval of the competent authority and 

also in utter-disregard of the Council (d .G 's) orders 

n o t  to grant 'extension of study leave of Shri Vianx beyond 

31 .3 .1983 and tampered with of f ice r ecord. Tendering 

with office reco rd  is a serious misconduct and the 

applicant failed to maintain absolute integritytand 

lack of devotion to duty applicable to the  I C ^  employees. 

The encjairy officer was appointed and after conducting 

the enc^iry he submitted the enquiri^ report, the

l / y



\ ' ...
W  :2 ;

\

, /  ■ 
V’

Wherefore # it is most respectfully prayed 

that 3 months further time be allowed to Indian Council 

of Agricultural Research^ Opposite Party to complete 

the inquiry against the applicant in terras of the 

judgement and order dated 27*8e92#

-^4
C<fflNa0aHft5iFoCHbri<sai8ro 

for the Northern Plaiw  

LUCKNOW

VERIFICATION

I , Dr, s.S. Negi/ aged 5% years son of 

late shri C .L , Hegi# Director , Central Institute of 

Horticulture for Northern Plains#IaUcknow/ do hereby 

verify that the facts as mentioned in Para 1 & 2 of 

th^'s application are ti\te to my personal knowledge

and no material has been concealed by me*
\

DATED 27,1,93 SInsuiute oil 

,r ihe Northerr
LUCKNOW

Central Institute of Hortictmure

PLACE: LUCKNOW f„r ihe Northern Plains

J
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concluding portion of the repott is as follo-wss

“The body of evidences indicate that Shri A. Krishna 

committed an irregularity by issuing a correigendum 

granting Dr. G.M. Wani study leave upto December, 5,

1983 in lieu of March, 31, 1982 without obtaining an 

approval of the competent authority. He also disregardafl?

the counGjl's orders not to grant extention of stuc3y ;

lease to Dr. Wani beyond the March, 3, 1983. However#

evidence suggest a possibility that his wrong actions

could be an outcone of undue pressure exerted on hiin.

Furthermore, the available evidences do not prove

theat Shri Krishna actually tampered with the of fice ' 

records. In this regard he gets the benefit of doubt.”

r
••V

So far as the earlier part is concerned, i .e . tampering 

of office record, he came to the conclusion that he is 

entitled to benefit of doubt. In th e finding of the enqa iry 

officer there was no action as far as tamperirs of record 

is concerned. The disciplinary authority disagreed with 

the report of the enq^Jiry officer and held that the

charges were proved; againfet the applicant aid two increments- 

of tte applicant for thisee years with cainimulative effect

vjere s topped. The applicant preferred an appeal which 

was dismissed.

2. On behalf o£ the applicart it has been contended 
reasons for

that/disagreement with the findings of encji iry report 

were not given and no show cause or opportunity was given 

to him and the same viojates the provisions cf principles 

of natural justice. In the case of Narain Mjsra v g ^ S t a t ^ ^
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BEFORE th e  CENTRAL ffiMIHISl-JUTI?E TRIBTOM,, LUCKNOW
m  9 o  3

0 ,A , No/ 95/89 

ANUJAY KRISHNA VS UNION OF IH>IA & OTHERS

X

'r

. \

2
\

Application for extension of time to 

complete inquiry in terms of the judgement & 

order dated 27 .8 .92 .

1 .

2 .

d i r e ;c t o r

Central Institute of H orticuhure  

for the N o rth e rn  Plains

L U C K N O W

That in the above O .A . No, 95 of 1989 this 

Hon'ble Tribunal quashed the punishment order 

dated 10/14,12.87 & the order dated 4 .5 ,88  on 

the ground that the principal of Natural justice 

has been violated. The Hon'ble Tribunal however, 

held that it will be ©pen for the disciplinary 

authority to give reasons for disagreement and 

notice to the applicant for representation and 

thereafter to proceed with the inquiry, in case 

a decision is taken to go ahead in the inquiry.

The applicant will co-operate the same. Let it
\

be done within a period of 3 months frcxn the 

date of the receipt of a copy of this judgement.

That in view M  the aforesaid position the Indian 

Council of Agricultural Research, Opposite Party 

No, 1 has decided to proceed with the inquiry.

Since the necessary proceeding cannot be completed 7 

within the period of three months as indicated in
✓

the order, it is necessary in the interest of 

justice that three months further time be allowed 

to complete the inquiry after giving requisite 

notice to the applicant*

2/-
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^  Qrissa (1969 S .L .R * (S .C .) page 557) it  was held

that.^^^here the Punishing authority deferred from the 

findings of the Enquiry officer and held the official 

guilty of diargss from which he was acquitted by tfee 

! Enquiry officer and no notice or opportunity gjfen

i to the delinquent official about the attitude of Punishinc

lj authority/ the order of rOTOvali set aside being violative

^  : Of principles of natural justice and f air play. The

I sarne condition arises in this case. One finding was
f
I recorded against t±ie applicant and one in favour of him#
I • ■ •
1

, the second clrarge j of first. It  was a case

i where the principles of natural j\;d:ice have been

violated. -Application deserves to be allowed. The 

i • ' '

■ punishment order dated 10/14*12.87 and the order

dated 4 ,5 .1988  are guashed, However, it will be-^open.;.:

: for-the; disciplinary authority to give reasons for

disagreement and nbtice to the applicant for repesenta-

tion to the applicant and thereafter to proceed with

the enquiry. In case a decision is t aken to go ahead

with the enquiry/ the applicant will cooperate with the

Same. Let it be done within a peiiod of three months

from the date of receiptof a copy of this judgment.

No order/I^ to costs.

o r  /Adm. Mdipler. '  Vice Chairman.

'
Shakeel/ LucknowjDated: 27 .8 ;92
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BEFORE SHE CENTRAL ifflMINISTRATIVg TRIBUNAL, LUCKNOW

W .  9 0  / c j  J
O .A , H o / 95/89

ANUJAY KRISHNA VS UNION OF INDIA & ©TIERS

Application for extension of time to 

complete inquiry in terms of the judgement & 

order dated 27 .8 .92 ,

X

J

1 .

2.

'y\

D I R E C T O R  

§̂rr?r
C entral Institu te  of Horticulture 

for the N o rth e rn  Plaius 

L U C K N O W

That in the above O.A^ No. 95 of 1989 this 

Hon'ble Tribunal quashed the punishment order 

dated 10/14,12.87 & the order dated 4 ,5 .88  on 

the ground that the principal of Natural justice 

has been violated. The Hon'ble Tribunal however# 

held that it will be open for thfe disciplinary 

authority to give reasons f<3r disagreement and 

notice to the applicant for representation and 

thereafter to proceed with the inquiry. In case 

a decision is taken to go ahead in the inquiry.

The applicant will co-operate the same. Let it
\

be done within a period of 3 months frero the 

date of the receipt of a copy of this judgement.

That in view ^f the aforesaid position the Indian 

Council of Agricultural Research, Opposite Party 

No, 1 has decided to proceed with the inquiry.

Since the necessary proceeding cannot be completed i 

within the period of three months as indicated in
✓

the order# it is necessary in the interest of 

justice that three months further time be allowed 

to complete the inquiry after giving requisite 

notice to the applicant*

2/-
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^^herefore , it is most respectfully prayed 

that 3 months further time be allowed to Indian Council 

of Agricultural Research, Opposite Party to complete 

the inquiry against the applicant in terms of the 

j\K§gement and order dated 2 7 ,8,92«

oCQbrietlOire 
for the Northern Plains 

LUCKNOW

VERIFICATION

A

I , Dr. S.S* Negi# aged 52 years son ©f 

late shri C .L . Negi/ Director , Central institute of 

Horticulture for Northern Plains,I»ucknow, do hereby 

verify that the facts as mentioned in Para 1 & 2 of 

th^s application are t r ^  to ray personal knowledge 

and no material has been concealed by me*

DATED 27.1.93 

PLACE; IjUCKNOW
Central Instuute (S«oructillure 

f.,r the Northern Plains '■ 
LUCKNOW ,

f



^  ...... 'r> '':r’<;~TV'"’p ^ " ‘r^ *^ -v :••<«•(>•.••••••• v c ^ - •...............y-.............IN THE COUftT

Suit/Appeal No. , ^  R  ^  ^

hi re: . . . . . . . ,

t_X.Vû  <5V\ 9

of 19

.......';.............. JURiSDICTION

Piff. or Complaint Petitioner

versus

..........................^^....Defdt. or ^spdt. Accused
^  KNOW ALL to whom these present shall con^ that

f ........,..............Srfrf^...,....i.‘M ^ . . . , ............. '...................................... ......,...

the abw e named................. ........................................................... ................................do hereby appoint

Shri............................................................................... .............
i - e in a t e  c a l ^ e  
authorise hjm :-

To act, appear and plead in the above-noted case in the Court, or in any other
Court' in vvhich the same may be tried or heard and also in the appellate Courts including
High Court.

To sign, file, verify and present pleadings, replications, appeals .cross-objections, or 
petitions for executions, review, revision, restoration, withdrawal, compromise, or other 
petitiorw, rep>lies, objections or affidavits t)f-other documents as may be deerned necessary 
or proper for the prosecution of the said case in all its stages.

To file and take back documents.

To withdraw, or compromise the said case or submit to arbitration any differences

or disputes that may arise touching or in any manner relating to the said case.
To take out execution proceedings,

> To deposit, draw and receive moneys cheques and grant receipts therefor an 
all other acts and things which may be necessary to be done for the progress a 

the course of the prosecution of the said câ Se.

To appoint and instruct any other Legal Practitioner authorising him to excercise the 
” 5>lwer and. authority hereby conferred upon the Advocate when-ever he may ihink fit to 

CO so & to sign the power of attorney on our behalf.
Aijd i/we the undersigned do hereby agree to ratify and confirm acts, done by the 

Advocate or his substitute in the matter as my/our own acts, as if done by me/us to 
all i.ntents and purposes.

And llw e  undertake that I/we or rpy/our duly authorised agent would appear in 
Court ca all hearing & will inform the Advocate for appearance, when the case is called.^^^^^-^

And f/we undersigned do hereby ag|^e not- to hold the Advocate 'or' hfs subTtitute* 
responsibla for the result of the said case in consequence of his absence’ from the Court 
when the said case is called up for hearing, or for any negligence of the said Advocate 
or his Substitute.

And Uwe the undersigned do hereby agree that in the event of the whole or any 
part of thf fee agreed by me/us to be paid to the Advocate remaining unpaid he shall 
be entitled to withdraw from the prosecution pf the said case unti! the same is paid up.
If any costs are a llowed for an adjcurnment Ihe  advocate would be entitled to the
same.

fW WfTNESS WHERE OF l/we do hereunto set my/cur hand to these presents the 
contents of which have been understood by me/us this.......................day of.....................19

(DR. G.XTSRlWSGiiSr
Secretary .

G o v t  of India v ■ ■ . 

Mia. oi 
Krishi Bhawanl r> 

Tele. No. i



IH tm  ®IETR/iL ADI.UNISTR4TIVE THIBUML 

ADDITIOWAL BBHQH AT LUSKHOtf' ''

Original Appln. No. of 19S9 (L)

-f

■■f '

j

Shri Anuj8̂  Krishna . . . . .  . . . .  Applicants

Versus

The President, Indian Goiifioil of
Agricultural Research, Krishi Bhavan,
Mew Delhi. . . . . .  . . . . .  , . . . .  Opp-Parties

APPLICATION UNDER SEG 19 OF THE 
AmmSTRATI.VE.TRIBWALS AQT 1955 ■

For use in tribunals office

Date of filing .................. .................

OR

Date of Receipt .....................................

By post.......................... ......................... ...

Registration No. .......................................

Signature of the 

Registrar*



IN THE CENTRAL ADMBIISTRATI VS TRIBUNAL 

ADDITIONAL BENCH AT'LUCKNOW '

4
ORIGINAL APPLN. NO. 9 ^ ^  OF 1939 (L)

Shri Anujay Krishna

CScBtral Administrative Tribunal 

Circuit Bench, Lucknow ^  

Date ©f filing '

L u t  a -

Versus

The President, Indian Council of 
Agricultural Research, ^Krishi Bhawan,
Ifew Delhi and another

Appli cants

Opp-Parties

I N D E X

n

3 1 .
No.

1 .
2.

4 .

5 .

P arti culars

Memo of appeal 

Anriexure No.l

Page Nos<

1 to 12

(‘Copy of order d t . 1 > ® [ . I 3 to 14

M ) i T | Q 0

Annexure No.2
'  lo i i x l & l

( Copy of Order dt. /M>h ^  M ) 15 to 18

P ( y > y  (T r  I

D s ' K f ' t " . D a t e d  i|s'lQC| for Rs.50/-only
s lW b < a ^ ^ -

Valcalatnama.

f  f  • :• If ,? 1  »  ^ f *  ,  J ,  ^  i  i  ^  ................................... .....  . , . .  .  .  ,

Place: Lucknow

Dated: 3 s'I THROUGH
 ̂ X  0 ^ ^ -^

ilannoh)
Advocate 

Souti^sl for the applicant 
Avadh Bar Association, 
H i ^  Court, Lucknow
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IN THE HONtBLB MTRilL ADMINISTRATII® TRIBUNAL, 

ADDITIONAL BSNGH AT LUCKNOW

Original Applnn. No. of ^ % 9  (L)

I  w
.................. -  —  £
Shri Anujay Krishna,js/o Shri Krishna $&hai Saxena, 

Aaministrative Officer A-92 Rajajipuram, Uttar 

Pradesh Avas Evam Vikas Parishad Tal Katora 

lojna, Lucknow.

. . . .  Appli cant

'•V

Versus

I  U n h o N  (Vi-o-icti/wil

The President, Indian iGouncil of Agricultural^  ̂

Research, Kris hi Bhawan, New Delhi.

0
i t

j h h

The Director'General of Indian Gouncil of 

Agricultural Rese&rch, Krishi Bhawan,

New Delhi.

. . . .  Respondents

APPLIgilTION TOIDER SS'QTION >9 OF THE 

ADMINISTRATIVE! TRIBUIiAL AQT. ^ % 5

DETAILS OF THE APPLIGilTION

1. PARTIOJLARS of the: APPLIGANT:-

(i) Name of the applicant : Shri Anujay Krishna



-  2  -

(ii) Name of father ; Shri Krishna Sahai Saxena

(iii) Designation and : idininistrative Officer
in which

Indian ISoimcil of 

Agricultural Research.

employed

¥■

(iv) Office Address : G»p!n)cvl

R )£^ es f\ch

. f<?r N/cî  jpAo/ruLÔ  ll-QH
,  Nov̂ o>5i/ UAckft/trvO
{v) Address for service; Shri Anujay Krishna ^

all notices Administrative Officer 

1-92 Rajajipuram, Uttar 

Prad.esh, Avas Evam Vikas 

Parishad, Tal Katora 

Yojna, Lucknow.

0

l / f ^

2. PARTI qJLARS OF THE EESPONBENTS

(1) Name of Desig:iation of the respondents

(1) The president, Indian Goiincil of Agricultural 

Research, Kris hi Bhawan, New Delhi.

■■ ■- ......-I
(ii) The Director General of Indian Council ££ of 

Agricultural Research, Krishi Bhawan,

New Delhi*

(2) Office Address of the respondents: - As Above.

( 3) Address for service of all notices; - As Above,

3* PARTIGULAR'OF THE ORDBR^A^ N S T  MilQH 

i s  ' b s i n g J a d e
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The present application is being directed 

against the rejection of appellate order of punishment 

No. 3-29/j^S-Per. V dated 4th May, 198̂  ̂ imposing on the 

petitioner the penalty of"withholding of two increments 

with cumulative effect for a period of three years, 

rejection the appeal of the appellant. The aforesaid 

order of appeal has been s i ^ e d  by S.Vasudev, Director 

(P) for and on behalf of president I . g .A .R  and pmiish- 

ment order No. 15-2/81-EE-Till dated 10/12/1987, signed 

by Shri G. R.Mahapatra, By. Secretary (A S) for and on 

behalf of the Director General I.C .A ,R , The order 

dated 10/12/1987 and 4th May 1988 are being filed 

herewith and marked as Annexure 1 and 2 to this 

writ petition.

. /

4- JURISDIGTION OF THE TRIBaNAL ;

The applicant declares that thf subject of the 

^hich he wants redressal is within the 

jurisdiction of the Tribunal.

5- LIMITATION; -

The applic^t further declares that the application 

is within the limitation period prescribed in Section 

21 of the Administrative Tribunals Act, 1985.

6- F4GTS OF THE GilSE; -

The xacts of the case are given belowj

'*• The petitioner was originally appointed as Store 

the^Indian Grass Land& Foda.er Research

^972 xflhich is an unit of 

Indian Council of Agricultural Research (hereinafter
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referred as I .G .A .R .)

2. . The petitioner had been promoted to the 

post of Aaministrative Officer in the same unit 

and establishment of I.G .A .R . a combined cadre post.

The petitioner was transferred to Jute 

Agriculture Research Institute, Barrackpore, Calcutta 

in i960 which is also an Unit of I.C .A .R .

V

/

4̂  The petitioner ^as transferred to another

^unit of I.G .A .R . in Gentral Institute of Research 

on Goats at Malchdoora, Farah Disst.Mathura. However 

in .19^4 the petitioner was again transferred to 

another unit of I . G.A.R. Central Arid Zone Research 

Institute, Jodhpur and was posted in the sub station 

of the said Institute as no post of Adniinistrative 

Officer existed.

5» % e  petitioner was agains transferred to

be posted in Central Institute of Horticulture 

'for Northern Planes, Lucknow.

s i

6. The petitioner while ^-jorking as Aaniniotrativ*

Officer at Central Institute of Research on Goats 

during 2.7«19^2 onwards at farah distt. Mathura 

was issued a char̂ ge sheet No. 15-2/g1-A.S. (S & G) 

dated 19*05*34 for and on behalf of Director
’■ '.-.C

General I.C .A .R . New Delhi, under rule 14 of the ■'V-V 

Central Civil Services (Classification control and 

appeal) Rules 1965 levelling the charge that the 

petitioner tampered vjith the office record regarding 

orders of the 'Director, Central Institute of Research



Vw

V

i\-n

on Goats, about grant of the study leave to 

Sri G.H. Wani , and (2) i ssue d a corrigenta 

gT’an ting him study leave upto 1 2 . 1 933 

lieu of 3 1 . 0 3 . 1 9 3 3  without the approval of the 

competent authority and also in utter aisregard 

of the council (D.G.) orders not to grant 

extension of study leave to Sri G.M.Wani 

beyond 31 • 03.1933*

^  i^Cco|^iy

- 5̂  -

7 S'. The petitioner submitted his reply on 

27 . 12 .19 3 4  denying all the charges. After having 

cĥ fflged two inquiry officers namely Br.K.LSaini 

and Dr.S.P.Mahrotra the third nominated inquiry

officer Dr.ii.N.Ks:^ Lahiri, thereafter, conducted
/ : ■■ ■' ...... - -J \ ..............■ ■ ■■■■■

the oral inquiry. The witnesses on behalf of

- t ' -
the punishing authority i .e . {D. G ., I .€ .A .R .) 

were examined. Hovjever the petitioner also 

insisted for Sri. V.P.Kunwar as defence 

wilziess (an officer of I.G .A ,R . New Delhi) 

but he was not summoned inspite of the demands 

by the petitioner.

"  e35!;^ii;^ti^ aoria

e*5Kq,mi2fy r«,p«3S!± f^n4$o^s Ano^ujg:^ Hp<r4

of t

I  ■ ■■■ ' "  ...■
^  . That though the petitioner acted bejrond

his jurisdiction due to the pressure exerted 

on him (Petitioner) aad therefore the petitioner
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is entitled to the benefit of doabt.

V The available evidences do not prove 

that the petitioner actually tampered with the 

office records.

r-'

-Y.

Here it may pointed out that the petitioner

was not furnished with the copy of inquiry report

(L ' ■ ■ ..... ' ' i ............
 ̂ p ^ a ^ g  before passing

the punishment order nor the petitioner was given

any opporrtunity to make any submission before the

punishing authority pertaining in the inquiry report.

■+-

: / H
r* k

tip H- That the petitioner was furnished with the 

inquiry r^o rt  alongwith the punishment order no. 

15-2/ai-SB-7III dated 10/H«12.19a?. A copy of the 

same is Annexure No.2 imposing punishment.

1.
'1^12. The petitioner submitted an appeal to the 

president of the I.iG.A.R. within the time limit 

which was rejected by the president by non speaking 

order No. 3-29/SS-per ? dated 4»5« signed for 

and on behalf of the President by Sri S. "Kasudava
 ̂ Û/JtcJOuAn I*

Director (P). A copy of the is annexed

herewith as Annexure Ho.j. The defence witness 

Sri.¥.P.Kanwar was not called for examination and 

secondly the inquiry officer exonerated the 

petitioner. The report of the premilinary inquiry 

was never furnished to the pe$;itioner but the 

same was relied upon bj the opposite parties*
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-v:

7- RELIEF SOUGHi:>

The impugne d or der, No. 1 5-2/81 -EE-VIII date d 

1 o / l 4« 12.1987 and the order No. 3-29/88 Per 7 

dated 4*5*1988 are liable to be quashed being arbitrary 

and illegal on the following amongst other grown as

I)

C o A U i-
Because the witness was not acXle4  for and the 

inquiry against petitioner was one sided in

violation of the provisions of Natural Justice
- . i... ■ . "

also.

II) Because the impugned orders of punishment and

i ' -  
appellate orders are non speaking and without

reasons .pertaining to the defence of the

petitioner were given.

Ill) Because preliminary inquiry report was not

IS*
furnished but the same was relielLupon.

0

IV) Because non supply of the inquiry report before

passing the punishment order was also in violation

of the principle of natural justice and the law 

laid down by the Hon’ ble Supreme Court in A .I .r , 

^ % 6  page 1000

V) Because the inquiry was also ta.k&i up against

■ Dr. G.M. Warni for over s taĵ xJlbeyon d 31 .3« 1 983

in utter disregard of competant authorities order 

but he has been exonerated and also the leave>*v>.

... ........
portion as contained in corrigendum has been ' 

regularised but the petitioner has been punished

for.



■?I) Because the charge sheet, punishmsit order

of lo /H »  1 2 . 1 937 and rejection of appeal dated 

4. are without authority and jurisdiction 

as well as without application of mind.

J Yll)

VIII)

f r '

Because the guilt of the petitioner has not 

been proved in the departmental inquiry and 

the petitioner has been exonerated by providing 

benefit of stoubt and that in agreement of the 

inquiry report the disciplinary authority can no 

not impose penalty on the petitioner under rule 

14  of G.G.A. Rules I 965 as punishment order 

dated 10/1 4-12*1987 is. illegal r.and not signed 

by the competent authority himself.

Refi G.I.M.HA, Deptt. of personnel & A.R.D.M.

No. 134/ 1/81-AI)¥-1 dated 13*7.19g1*

Because in disa^eement with inquiry report 

no fresh inquiry was set up by appointing 

another inquiry officer and the petitioner did 

not get an opportunity of being heard and 

therefore the aisciplinary q,uthority has not 

fallowed the laid down procedure and in a^eement 

of the findings of the inquiry officer 

punishment should not have been imposed on the 

petitioner by the disciplinary authority in 

violation of the providing of Art. 311 of the 

Constitution of India and provisions of Natural 

justice as well as Rale 14 and Rule 15 of 

G. G.A. (ggS) Rules 1965 have also been violated.
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IX)

I

AH

Because t!j« petitioner has been ti-eatei with 

iinequality before law and he has been Sigcriiiiinat 

-sa and therefore Article H  and 16 of the 

Gonstitiition of Iniia haye been aolated as 

afeinistratiYS orders are routed from the level

of dealing Assistant to higher authorities and

therefore charge-sheeting exclusively and an 

officer in temediate stage is utterly 

discriminatory and mjust as Discipline Rule 

67 o f ,p . I .  mannual clearly lays down the

r e s p o n .s i b i l i t y  o f  h i t l e r  a u t h o r i t i e s .  The l e t t e r  

iJated 1 9 . 2 . 1 9 S 3  addi-essed to

competent authority i .e . Director, C.I.R.C;. 

rarah and therefore the Director is responsible.

X) } “ '''^igendura was initiates by the

delaing Assistant Sri. P.K.Sharma, prosecution

W i t n e s s  on the i n s t r u c t i o n s  O f  com petent

autiiority Dr.P,H.Bhat again another prosecution 

witness. The appellant being internediatory in ' 

in the hiarchy &  charge sheeting him alone is 

41scri»lnatory in the yes of justice as joint 

proceeding would have been ^ood in law/justice 

The. corrigendum was issued for and on behalf of 

the Director and copies of the same were for«

-warded to all <»ncerned as such the cDrrigadum 

had one approval of the competent authority i .e . 

Director Dr.P.N.Bhat. The issue of the <»rrlga,du’" 

Signed & r  Director was never questioned by the 

competent authority i. e. Director, D r .P .H .B h a t  

even upto the time of cancelling leave in June.

t i l
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■V'

As the applicant will be suffering by ©stoppage 

of increments about Rs. 30,000/-

-X

9. DETMLvS OF THE I®ffl)IES EIHAUSTSD
■ M  Ml I HU 'f  ..KlilllilMlW !■ l a  II Fi "■ !■ I I  ■ I».|̂  ■! IH^ ■■nil |»| I —

The applicant declares that he has availed 

of all the remadLes available to him under the 

relevant service rules as an appeal was filed 

before the President, Indian Goimcil of Agriciatural 

Research against the punishment order dated 

10/14.12.1987 and the same has been rejected by 

the appellate authority on 4»5.19S8 which was 

received by the appellant, c-w

V-

A h O

10. MTTER NOT PRElgQUSLY PILED OR PSIDING 

HTH  'MY dTHBR ixiURT

The applicant further declares Sie had 

not previously filed any application, writ petition 

or suit regarding the matter in respect of 

whiah this application has been made before any 

court of law or any other authority or any 

other bench of the tribunal and nor any such 

application, writ petition or suit is pending 

before any of them.

12
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ll) Because the charge sheet is not based on any
, ' • ' ■ ' ' ' ■ - - - „ ,  . . .

V  financial loss incurred by the Indian Council

of Agricultural Research Krishi Bhawan,

^̂ ew Belhi.

211) Because the appellant has been peanlised

financially to the tune of Rs. 30,000.00

XEII) , Because the statement of witnesses as well 

as statement of Shri P.N.Bhatt have also not 

been considered by the pLinishing authority 

The petitioner is innocent in the case and 

punishment made is without jurisdiction as well 

as against the provisions of Law and Rules.

H ? ) Because the disciplinary authority has agreed

with the findings of the Enquiry Officer 

therefore punishment could not be passed 

^  no charge has been passed as no charge has

has been given

benefit of doubt.

; XV) Because the charge sheet issued is without

jurisdiction, and therefore whole incjuiry 

has illegally been donducted, and enquiry 

aswell as punishment order are against the 

pj’ovisions of natm^al justice and also bad in 

against Rule 14 and 16 of Rules

INTERIM RSLIBF ■ /

That the petitioner is suffered by stoppage 

of increments so the impugied orders may be stayed till 

pending disposal of this application.
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■V'
As the applicant will be suffering by estoppage 

of increments about Rs* 305000/-

M.

9. DETAILvS OF THE BEimiES EIHilUSTED

The applicant declares that he has availed 

of all the remaclies available to him imder the 

relevent. service rules as an appeal i-̂as filed 

before the President, Indian Council of Agricultural 

Research against the punishment order dated 

1o /H »l2 .l9^7  and the same has been rejected by 

the appellate authority on 4. 5«19SS which was 

received by the appellant*

K'-'

-y

ly .\

10 . MTTER NOf PREmOUSLY PILSB OR PEWBING 

i l T H  'km 0THER~'1x>gRT

The applicant further declares Sie had 

not previously filed any application, writ petition 

or suit regarding the matter in respect of 

which this application has been made isefore any 

court of law or any other authority or any 

other bench of the tribunal and nor any such 

application, writ petition or suit is pending 

before any of them.

.

. .12
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X

\i DETAIL OF INSEI

In-dex in duplicate with details of (tocuraent be 

relied upon as enclosed with this application.

\Q_ LIST OF EHQL0SURS3 . ■

■ - ■“ %  , ■ '■..  -

Memo of application alongwith 1 ifeoi f  annexures 

vide index as enclosed alon^ith postal order.

PARTIOJL^iP^ OF POSTAL ORDER

0 : iw v \K  t f f

;ed J- S'- OS

for Rs»50/- ®nly.

yerification

I , -^nujay Krishna, son of Shri Krishna Sahai 

Saxena, Administrative Officer 1-92 Rajajipuram, 

Uttar Pradesh Avas Evara Yikas Parishad, Tal Katora 

lojna, Lucknow, do hereby verify that the contents 

of paras i to \ 2) of this application are true to my 

pe rsonal knowledge and belief and that I have no 

suppressed any material factsl.

Place*. Lucknow:

Date d: 2> a^i vSlGNATURE OF THE APPLICAJIT

Througii

('A.Maaanan)
' ■. A dvo cate ^

Counsel for the Petitioner/
Applicant

.ft.,
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IN THB GENTR/iL ADFEWISTRilTIiffi TRIBUNAL 

ADDITIONAL BENCH AT LUCKNOW

V‘ Original Appin. No. o f  1 9B 9

A

S hri Aduj ay Krishna

Versus

The President, In (3i an iOo tin oil of 
Agricultural earch, _Krishi Bhawan, 
lew Delhi and another , .•• • •  • • •

petitioner

Opp-Parties

A n n e x u r e  N0 . 1

INDIAN GOUNGIL OF AGPI'CULTURAL RBS'iARGH 
. . KHISHI. B H A M  N'£I DELHI.

IV

No. 3-29/6'8-Per.? Bated 4th May, 198S

O R D E R

¥HElffi/lS Shri A.Krishna, Aaministrative Officer, 

C .I .R .C ., Hakhdoom preferred an appeal dated 24th 

January, 1 9^S against the order No. 1 5~2/8l-EE. l/III 

dated 10.1.287 by the Director, NDRI, imposing on him 

the penalty of withholding of two increments with 

cumulative effect for a period of three years.

MERBAS the Appeal to Authority viz. ,  the 

President, ICAR after careful consideration of facts 

circumstances of the case, has come to the conclusion 

that no'new material or evidence has been brought out 

by Shri A.Krishna, in the Appeal, which was not 

available at the time of passing the order by the 

Disciplinary Authority. The President, I GAR i f  of the 

opinion that the Disciplinary Authority has not
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V

~Jr

■f-
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■ , om o C T  as mentionea m  the

disagreed » t h > h e  Inqoxr,

Appeal there is n o  vxola xon  ̂̂  ̂  the

, +1,0+ thsrB IS no

- r e  is no J . . t m c -

prescribed prooeaure an ...... ..  oassea by

» i— "  '  ’  

the aisoiplinary authority- 

HD. therefore the Pre;ia.nt, XC H  re.eoto

the Appeal preferred by 3hri;A.Krishna.

(S.VASUI®'/)
J3IRB02Q.R vP),,

for and on behalf of Presiasnt, IC&R

H

v̂

Shri Krishna,'^ ^

r J ' f f i S S t t ' r S r ,  I . a r .
Lucknov) (U.P.)

Go'py forwarded to Br.R.P.Srivastava, the 

DireGtor, Central Instt*, ©f-Horticulture 

Plains, near Bhoothnath Man air, Indira Nag ^

Lucknow (0 .p.) '■ $j

2- copy to C.R.C911, i m  Krishi Bhavan, S

3- Personnel III Sectiin. ‘

4» The Dire
•ctor, G .I.R . O., Mafchabom. Farral

V .t

®g* Section, I WE.

°°Py>or guarcl file.

HO.PA/gg/,ggg
• J ■ •

^ p y  to Mr., t g ..

' M i cep

T)t n n .
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In the Central Aaministrative Tribunal, 

Circuit Bench at Lucknow

T.A. No. of 19S9 (T)

Anuiay Krishna . . . .  . . . .  Applicant/
petitioner

Versus

The President, Indian Council of ’ .
Agricultural Research, . Krishi Bhawan,
New Delhi. . . . .  Opp-Parties

Annexure No.2

INDIM  OF AGHIOaLTCJHAL EESSARGH
KRlSHI-BHAmN, NE¥'DELHI -1 ... ..

■ No.15 - 2 / g 1 - E E - V I I I  Dated the lo th  Dec, I ' W

OEDER

WIEREAS an enquiry under Rule 14 of GGS 

(OGA) Rules, 1965 as extended to I GAR employees, 

xi?as held against Shri A.Krishna, Aaministrative 

Officer, C .I .R .G ., Makhdoom, in respect of the 

following Articles-of charges frasied against him 

and communicated to him vide IGAR Memo. No. 15-2/ 

ai-ivS (S&G) dated the 19th May, 19^4.

ARTI0LE3 OF QHARGSS

, THAT the said Shri A.Krishna, while 

functioning as Adiiinistrative Officer, at G .I.R .G . 

Makhdoom during the year 19S3 tampered m th office 

records regarding orders of the Director, GIRO, aboi
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r -

0 p>'̂

the ^an t  of etuay le a ^  to Shri G .H .W »i and issued 

a o o r r l g e n d i i m  graptlns.hlm study leave upto 5'12.19i53

in lieu of 31.3.1983 without the approval of the

competent authority and also in utter disregard of the

Ooimcil (D.G.>3) orders not to grant extension of study 

leave of Shri Sanl bsyond 31.3.1983. Tampering with

office records is a serious mis-condact and by his said| 

act, Shri A.Krishna has failed to maintain absolute 

integrity and shown lack of devotion to duty, He 

applicable to the IQkR employees.

- 2 -

MEREiiS the Inquiry Officer in his report held 

as un der

«*The body of evidences inflicate that Shri A.Krij 

comitted an irregularity by issuing a corrigej 

granting Dr. G.M.Wani sutdy leave up to Decenibe] 

5, 1 % 3  in lieu of March 31, 1 % 3  without 

obtaining an aiDproval of the competent autho)

He also disregarded the council's orders no/ 

to grant ejctension of study leave to Dr.l^ 

beyond the March 3, 1983* However, evide 

suggest a possibility that his wrong ac1 

could be an outcome of imdLie pressure 

on him.

Furthermore, the available evidence; 

prove that Shri Krishna actually ti 

the office records. In this 

benefit of doubt.«

MHEREiS the Director-General,^

I careful consideration of the Inqui/
t: .... ' ' ........................ /

I enclosed) and the records of inqu^



f)

- 3 -

relevant facts, find that the documentary evidences 

are clear enou^ to prove that there has been s 

manipulation of records on the part of Shri A.Krishna 

by tampering with the notesheet of the relevant fils 

in the G .I.R . G. Makhdoom.

NOW, THEREFORE, having regard to the findings 

of the Inquiry Officer as stated above and talcing into 

consideration otther relevant facts, records and 

circumstances of the case,tie Director-General IGAR 

is statisfied that good and sufficient reasons exist 

for imposing on Shri A.Krishna, AdministratiOfficer ,  

the penalty of withholding of two increments with 

curaulati /̂e effect for a period of three years.

V

y S <

AGOORDINGLI, a penalty of withholding of two 

increments with cumulative effect for a perioH of three 

years is imposed on Shri A,Krishna, Administrative 

Officer.

( C.R. Mo ARATRAQ 
DEPUK SEGRETARI..{ AS }

FO R ANB on ' behalf OF D. G. I 'GAR

Shri A.Krishna,
Administrative Officer,
Central Instt. of Horticulture for 
Northert Plains
Near Bhoothnath Mandir, Indira Nagar,
Lucknow (U .P .)

REGIS m S D  POST/AP

ĝonfipential

1. Gopy forwarded to Dr. R.P*Srivas oava

The Director Central Instt. o f  Horticulture for 

Northern Plains, Near Bhoothnath Han Sir, Indj-ra 

Kagar, Lucknow (n .p .)  along«ith a copy of this
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V

Memorandum meant for^Shri Ji.Krt.shna, AaministratiTO

r®qumaathat the same'may please '

be get delivered to Him after obtaining his date

acicnovjledgement/si^ature which may please be

forwarded, to the undersigned.

2. Copy of GGR Dossier (Cr Sell), la R y  Krishi Bhavan.,

New Delhi- 110001 ” ' '

3» Personnel-Ill Section.

- 4 ••

V

4* Ihe Director, OIRG, Makh doom- Farr ah, Mathura (U.p.)

(G.R.NOHAPAm) 
DEPUTY SBGHEmRr(AS.)

FOR & ON behalf OF DG^ IG. A.‘ r .
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IN THE CSNTim, ADMINISl'MTIVE TRIBUHAL,ALL;UiABAD 

CIRCUIT BENCH, LUCKl'^OW

(Registration No« 95 of 1989(L))

iUiu jay Kri shna ............. ................................   Appli cant

Vs.

Union of India & O t h e r s .............................................Respondents

Reply on behalf of the respondents to the ai'pplication under 

section 18 of the Administrative Tribunal Act filed by the
>■

applicant above named*

R eject  fully shov/eth :

1. That paras 1 to 4 are matter of records and hence need no 

reply.

2 . That in  reply to para 5 it  is  subnitted that the final order

rejecting the appeal of the applicant in  this case was passed ' 

on 4 *5 .8 8 . Hence according to the provisions made in  Clause(a) 

of Sub-Section(1) of Section 21, the applicant should have 

filed  the application within a period of one year from the 

date- of final' order as prescribed thereunder* The applicant 

has not show'n sufficient cause for not making the application 

within a period of one year from 4 ,5 ,8 8  and hence the applica­

tion deserves to be rejected on the ground of being barred by 

limitation alone, ■ ’ -

3. That para 6(1) to 6(5) are matter of record,

4 ,  That in  reply to para 6(6) it is sutmitted that it  is  a mer 

repetition of charge levelled against the applicant. It  is  

further sutmitted that the di scipt^inary action was initiat/ 

against the applicant as ordered by the competent authorii/

i .e .  the Director General, ICAR.

5 , That in  reply to para 8 it  is  submitted that on receipt of 

Y/ritten statement of defence from the applicant denying thb-jl 

charges Dr, 'K.L, Saini v;as appointed as Enquiry Officer. Sij 

"D r . Saini v/as transferred to Indian Veterinary' Research 

/^ s t i t u t e , Izatnagar, Sh, S.P# Mahrotra from CAZRI, Jodhpur 

A  \ ’'J l/»:i.s appointed as the^Enquiry Officer in  his place, Hov/ever,

" [ y  Mahrotra v.tas on leave on medical ground and w^s ho spitali\fx..̂
\
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Dr. Lahiri, Head of the Division, CA2RI, Jodhpur was appointed 

as Enquiry Officer. It is further sutmitted that the request 

of the applicant to summon Sh. V.P, Kam^ar as defence witness 

was not agreed because he had conducted preliminary enquiry in 

this case*

6 . That in reply to para 10, it is  submitted that the answering res­

pondents not aware of any pressure exejrted on the applicant. 

However, as admitted by him he has acted beyond his competence

■<:'̂  and he is  not entitled for the benefit of doubt as contended by 

him at all because he has been found guilty by the Enquiry Officer 

of committing an irregularity by issuing corrigendum granting 

Dr. Wani study leaves upto 5*12*83 instead of 31.3*83, vdthoiit-

obtaiiiing approval from the competent authority. The Enquiry Offi­

cer has also found him guilty of disregarding the Council’ s order 

not to grant extension of study leave to Dr« Viani beyond 31 •3 .8 3 .

It is  further submitted that in the disciplinary proceedings the / 

standard of proof required is preponderance of probability and /  

not the establishment of the guilt beyond reasonable doubt as i n /  J  

the criminal cases. In view of this the question of granting 'ber^J^ 

fit of doubt to the applicant did not arise.'

''

7jj T h at  Para  11 i s  d e n ie d , i t  i s  h o w ev er , subm itted that  'the evidenoi

a v a il a b l e  o n  r e c o r d s  i s  s u f f i c ie n t  to prove  the  charge  a g a in s t  t ' 

applicant. >

8 .  That in reply to para 12 it •is sutoitted that the orders to supijL 

a copy of the Enquiry Report before passing the punishment order i 

have been issued recently by the Govt, of India, Dept, of Persaan

a n d  T r a in in g  v id e  l e t t e r  n o . 1 1 1 0 1 2 /l 3 /8 5 - E s t .( A ) f c o p / 'e n t l o s e d \ T  

Snnexure  R-I and  t h i s  p ro cedu re  \,-as not a p p l ic a b le  a t  the  tim e

when the penalty v;as imposed on the applicant.'

9« That para 13 is admitted* I

lO.That in reply to para 14 it is submitted that the appeal submitt/. 

by the applicant v^s rejected by the President,ICAR after care> 

consideration of facts and circumstances of tJie case on the grouh 

that no new material, or evidence has been brought out by the appl]\ 

cant in the appeal, which v̂ as not available at the time of passing 

the order by the disciplinary authority. The President, ICAR was o£\ 

the opinion that the disciplinary authority has not disagreed with )

* . . 3 i
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the Enquiry Officer as mentioned in the appeal that there 

is no violation of principles of natural justice and that 

there is no violation of prescribed procedure and as such there 

was no justification to interfere with the order already 

passed by the disciplinary authority. It wtiuld thus be seen 

that the order passed by the President,ICAR and authenticated 

by Sh, S. Vasudeva, Director(P) on his behalf is speaking 

order and notion-speaking one as alleged by the applicant.As 

^  for the allegation that . Si* Kanwar, was not summoned as

defence v/itness and secondly that the Enquiry Officer exonerated 

the applicant, it is submitted that as already mentioned herein- 

above Sh, Kanv.'ar v;as not allowed to be examined as defence wit­

ness by the Enquiry Officer because he had conducted the pre­

liminary enquiry in this regard and the latBr allegation is 

denied being against the findings of the Enquiry Officer, It is 

further submitted that it was not obligatory to furnish'the 

report of the preliminary enquiry to the petitioner because the 

same was a fact finding enquiry in order to decide viiiether a 

prima facie case u«is made out against the applicant or not?

11,ThatPara 7(1) to (XIV) need no reply in view of the submissions 

made hereinbefore®

^ 1 2 ,  It is further submitted that the Enquiry held against tte

applicant has been conducted in accordance with the procedure 

prescribed under the law and is  perfectly valid, proper and 

legal.

In view of the sulmissions made above it is  re^ectfully 

prayed that the applicant is  not entitled for any relief prayed 

for by him in  para 7* He is  also not entitled for any interim 

relief as prayed for and the application deserves to be dis­

missed in  limini with cost to the respondent^

Respondents through

(B .N .Pd . Pathak) 
. , , . Legal Adviser . 

I « C# A# Re •
, . Krishi Bhavan 
, New Delhi*
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Verification

Verified at New Delhi on l6th of August,1989 that 

the reply in para 1 to 12 are true to my knov/ledge based 

on the facts derived from the and no part of its

is  false and nothing has been concealed therefronie

Y Respondents through

(Ba'J*Pde Pathak)(^-^ 
Legal Adviser 
X«C« A* R«
Krishi Bhavan 
Nev/ Delhi*

■>r-
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INDI^JSI COUNCIL OF AGRICUI.TURZi RESE/^JICK 
KRISHI ; NE\'J DELHI-1

//
F.No,2l(28)/89-.CDN Dated the JuXy, 1909

ENDORSEMENT

A copy each of the. undermentioned papers is for\'/arded 
for ini:orrnation, guidance and necessary action to all officers 
as mentioned belov^. The Directors of Research Institutes are 
requested to make available copy of prders/instructions,to 
the staff side officials of the 'JCM of their Institute.

IC/a_RESE?P>CK X;"3TT:tUTES ETC.:

1, The Directors/Project Directors of all Research 
. Institutes. •  ̂ ■

A r 2, The'Project Coordinators.of all Poordinated

Research Projects.
3. The? /recounts Officers of all Research Institutes/ 

Coordinated Projects.

I I .  IC ;^  HE7DQU7JITERS;

1. P-. to President/ IC7J^
2. P*S. to D .G ., jqAR/P.S, to Spl, D .G ., IC/Pv/P-S, to 

Chairman, ASRB/P.S, to .Secretary/, ■ IP^R

3.. All Officer, ICAR
4.. All Sc^etiQnS/ ICAR
5, Under Secretary (Pub.J for publication divis-on 

(15. copies)
6, A.S.RoB. (15 copies)
7.. p.A^R.'E. (10 copies)

>■ 8* Secretary (non-official) Central Joint Staff

Council'is copies)
.9 , 1116 Sectii.v. C fficer/ Engineering Krishi

' Anusandhoii Bhawan/ Pusa,_ l?̂ ew Delhi-12. • ••.
10, The Inforraation System Officer, /agricultural Research

■ Information Centre, Krishi /vnusandhan Bhawan, Pusp., 

Nev; Delhi-rl2. . ' ■

(N, SOMAN)
DEPUTY DIRECTOR (CDN)

LIST OF P7>PER FORW/i^DEDs

O.M, No.ll0l2/13/85r-E3tt,(A) dated 26th ffune, 1989 _  
reqeiyed from the Department of Personnel, and Training

MS
17,7.89
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No. l l012/13/S5-*E5tt. U )
Goverhment of 

, Department of Personnel & Training

North Block, NeW Delhi-110001 
.Dated the'26th June/ 1989 ,

OFFICE M7i3V10R7\NDTĴ■''

Subject:, Rule-15 of CGS(CCA) Rules, 1965-Supply of copy of 

xncpxry report to the accused Government servant 
•berore final orders, are passed, by the disciplinary 
autnoritv, ' ’ . .

= c '^25 ^i^dersigned is directed to state that the issue

■ is nof-1-K where the. disciplinary authority itself
^ b e  fu ^h i^L^  officer, a copy of the inquiry report should

K ? accused Government servant to enable him to

in roairr^'^ the. disciplinary authoritv
' of the report, before £3uch authority‘s

passes Its final orders, has been exairiined. The constitutional ■ 
rec^ijerp.ents^laid down in ArUcle  311 (2) of the ConsUtution ^

;the prov.i?ions of.Ru^.e 15 and 17 of the CCSj[C!pA)
S  • 7 . rul.Tng,;' o:c the various benches of the Central
^dininiscrative Tribunal ::?nd of various courts on the matter have 
been kept in view, , . '

2, Tlie full bench of the Central Administrative Tribunal

Nath Sharma Vs, tJnion of India (represented 
by N^niGtry of Pvailvmys) have held that to fulfil the constitutional 
^ecfuirement of affording- a reasonable o.pportunity/ it  is necessary 
that in all cases where the disciplinary authority is .itself not 

authority, a copy of the iriquiry repo.rt shall be 
rurnisned^to the^accused Government■s servant to enable him 
to make his submissions in .regard to t]ne findings of the inCTJirv, 

.before the disciplinary authority passes its order imposing ' 
f  the penalty, m i e  giving itp verdict, the full bench had'token 

into account .rulings of the various courts pronounced earlier 
on this^issue. Although the special leave petition filed by 

the Ministry of Railv/ays' against the aforesaid judgement has 
been^admitted for hearing and a stay order has been granted by 
the Supreme Court against its operation, vthe various benched 
of the Tribunal, continue ’ to follow: the ratio, laid, doxvn by the 
fi4ll bench. The special leave petitions filed by the concerned 
Ministries and Departm'^nts in some of the subsecfuent cases 
have not been adraittGC by the Supreme Court, In  another similar

Contd,,,2 /-



r
#

B e H o w  C e n t r a l  A d n i n i s t r a t i v e  T r - ib u r .a l  

B e n c h  a t  L u c k n o w

J .

</V\VaY\

-yt-} ■

f e j o i n d e r  A f f i d a v i t  o f  D l i r i  A n u j a y  K r i s m a , ^ n  o f  

S h r i  K r i s b j i a  i^^ahai ^ a x e n a ?  a g e d  a b o u t  5 5  y e a r s , ,  

r e s i d e n t  o f  a - 9 2  R a j a j i  P u r a m ,  L u c k n o w .

I n

%?■
■f.

u-

R e g i s t r a t i o n  N o .  9 5  o f  1 9 8 9  ( L )

S h r i  A n u j a y  K r i s l i a a .......................................... ..  P e t i t i o n e r

^BISUS

l i i i o n  o f  I n d i a  o t h e r s .

P e j o i n d e r  A f f i d a v i t  o f  iS h r i  u n u jfij^  

K r i s h n a ,  s o n  o f  S h r i  K r i s l i n a  i ^ a h a i  >c> axena,. r e s i d e n t  

o f  A - 9 2 ,  R a j a j i  P u r a m ,  L u c k n o w .

................d e p o n e n t .

I  a f o r e s a i d  d e p o n e n t  h e i e b y  s o l e r a n i y  

a f f i r m  a n d  s t a t e  o n  o a t h  a s  u n d e r

T h a t -  t r s  d e p o n e n t  i s  t h e  p e t i t i o n e r  i n  

t h e  a b o v e  n o t e d  c a s e  and a s  s u c h  1b i s  f u l l y  

c o n v e i ^ a n t  w i t h  t h e  f a c t s  d e p o s e d  t o ' h e r e i n  b e l o w  : •

T h a t  t h e  d e p o n e n t  lias r e a d  o v e r  t h s  

c o n t e n t s ' o f  o o u n t a r  r e p l y  s i ^ ; n e d  b y  l ih r i  l i . K . P a t n a k ,  

L e g a l  A d v i s e r ,  I n d i o a  C o u n c i l  o f  ^ i o r i c u l t u r a l  R e a e a r c h  

N e w  D a l l o i y a r e  d e n i e d  u n l e s s  e x p r e s s l y  a d n i i t t e d  

h j s r e i n  a f t e r .  I t  i s  s u b n i t t ^ ^ d  t h ^ t  d h r i  u .i 'T . P r a s a d  

P a t h a k  L e ^ a l  a d v i s e r  i s  n o t  a  p a r t y  i n  t l s  a f o i e s a i d  

c a s e  a n d  lie c o u l d  n o t  f i l e  r e p l y  u n d e r  h i s  s i , p i a t u r e s  

a n ^ l- ie  i s  n o t  c o i a p e t e n t  t o  s i ^ ^ n  t l B  l e p l y  o n  b a l ia i i  o f

•f
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tlB opposite parties. It is submitted that- the reply 

filed by l̂iri B.I. Pathak is liable to be rejected 

and case be proceeded Es-t’arte against the opposite .

- 2 “

2. Triat contents of para 1 to 4 of the

petition aie reiterated.

3* . That tbe contents of para 2 of" tlB

counter affidavit cire denied, it is pf^rtinent bo 

mention l-fire that under provision clause Vai of 

Dub-section (1; of section 2h tins application sIduM 

have been filed within a period of one year from 

tlB date of final order; It ss here to .be stated that 

the present application, has been lilect vjithin time 

because the appeal of the applicant was rejected 

by the opposite parties on and application

has been filed on 3.5.19^9. »̂ o the application 

is within time and may not be rejected on tiiis 

ground.

That the contents of para, 3 of ’bhe 

counter affidavit are' denied and contents of para 

6 (ly to 6{vj of the applicatiom are reiteratea

8S correct.

5. That tre contents of para 4 of the

counter affidavit aie danisd. It is heie to be 

stated that order of punishiBnt, findings o fte  

p u n i s h i n g  authority as vail as entiuiî  ̂ oflic&r

a ;
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L

tte the petitioner.

PTi\r does nox pro^^ ,

' ■ -̂i ■’ -'ri-> ■-'14‘ nPf̂ Al? fl.2l̂ ^
,^pellate ordar ^  as .puaioiuu.  ̂ -

t , . p . . e d . . . « u t e P P n c a U o . o f « . n a e n a ^ . .

„ e e . i n s  and a.ainst t l . ^

. a W i u s t i c , e , a 3 . e U a 3 e s a i n s t t I . . i e o r . 4 .

15 and 17 of G.C.ii. rul®- .

-  3 -

T h a t  'the c o n ten ts  ox Para ) oi tne

affida.it a «  denied a.d conten^^ ox para 

8 the application ®itemte,d as correct. 1 .

is i^rtinent to »ntion :oeie fnat applioait*^ ax.o 

demnded aha f.i-. K^JMar as defence witness 

teoause te had full km^dedse of ths oass of th3 

applicant but Infui^^ Officer h a ^  in 765' o&aaal 

manner arbitral}' and illegall/ denied to ^ua.iDti 

Mr. V-1’. Kunvar as defence witness. It is again 

pointed out that artetraij' deiaed of the defence 

aitness 3hri T.i’. Kunv:ar is voilative of the 

princAple of natu:ra,i justice.

7. That tiB contents of para 6 and'/ of

the counter affidavit aie denieii and contents of 

para 10 and 11 of tra application are reiterated 

■ as coirect. fhat^s pertinent to ineatioii,

inquie^ report husreporc haS teer n

■ t e j n p  J.1

' m e 0 « e^

0 '.-J, ;o
" i f i e g r ;

QOh

m’.. ^ / '  L ]  1/ [f.

J,

«
di

/ dĥ l fHj 'H  'I U  i k



O.'V

)

officver held that available evidence do not prove 

that the applicant actually tampersd with tne^ 

oiiic6 record* '̂ hus it ii3 now cî sta-i- clGar 

that the punislmsnt order as well as appsllate 

order both ars non-speaking order and once 

applicant has been eaDner8.ted 'by- the Inquirs' 

Officer then tefors passing the punishment oHer, 

the applicant should have bsen given an opportmii bj- 

place his submission before the authority which 

could have been only possible if  inquiiy iseport 

would have been made available prior passing the 

punisIiiEent order to meet the ends oi justice.

X , '

8. Thcit in raply ’bo ths contents of
lUj . . . \

para S of the counter affidavit^are denied ancl ^

contents of para'12 of the application are *

i^iterated as correct. Jurther it ma3̂ bepointed

out tliat applicant I'ibs not baen given enquiry repoi

tefoie passing the punishment order norgipplicant

was given anj/' opportunity to make an̂?' subirission

before the punis’ning authDrity pertaining in

enquii^  ̂ import and his defence_,if at all punisment

order waS to be passed. It is psrtinent to UBntion*'-

1bra that their lordship of the ouprame Court

hsld in the case of liion of India ^s. Bashyan

A.I.H . 19B8 ^>.0. Page 1000 that before passing

tha pmiishnant order enciui]^ report should be

4ven to deliquent and if the saitie nas not been

done natu.rally it will bs tl© valalation of naUiral
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9. Tliat in. iBplj" to tie'contents of pam
jUd

10 of tlB counter affidavit aie denied and. con tents

. 1

of para U  of the applieatioi aie rsiterated as ,

corract. It may be pointed ott that appeal of the-' i
• I

applicant- was rejected by the president by non- i

speaking order signed for and on behalf of the., 

president Shri S.'Vasudeva in violation o-f the 

C. O.a. Kale 27 bu'b-ru.le (2) and Govt, of India’ s 

decisions, a copy of tte uovt. of India decisions 

and rale 2? Sub-rule \2j is being anrjsxed as 

iinnexura Mo. K~1 and H~2 ox tiiis rsBjoindor aiiidavit. 

It may be furtiBr pointed out tiiat appellate o raer 

is in violation of iG.G.c>,j Hules and against

t]X3 pK)vision of natural justice. Tha,t under 

section 27 of the C.C.A. Bales it has been veiy 

cle arly p lo vi ded that appe 11 ata o rde r wi U  fee 

speaking order and £ill the graunds and evidence 

vjhich have been raised in appeal by the applicant 

should have teen discussed in the order by tlB 

appellate authority". '1‘hus in view ot >:3ection 27 

of the (J. O.ii. i'?u.les 5 appel-j-ajie order is no c speaking 

order and punishment order m s been parsed witiiout
\>ol̂

giving anj?' opportunii^^^on tie ba.sis oi recoro.s, 

evidence and circunBtanceJ^if any which weie not 

brought out by the prosecutb n officer for and 

on behalf of the punishing authority daring tl© 

encjuiiy and tiiis is an act au gIb oack oi cne 

deliQ,uent and it is also tba violative of tiie 

natural j as tice.
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That in isply to t o  contents of para 11 

of the oountsr a f f id a v it )^  denied and contants,

01 para 13 and U  and tl® giounds of the pstition

a S3 m i te ,ra ta d as co r ra c t.

-  fa  -

11- That tlB contents of para 12 of t®

Cbmter affidavit ar3 denied and t!® application 

is full of aarits and deserve to bs allowed in

the intej?st of justice.

Date d: l*u (iknow: 

;19Q9

y
ij^NOjAYki^fSHHA)

iteponent

Vetr__• .a ■
«Lcatipji

I the ab)ove naiasd deponent do 

Vbriiy that tlB contents of paras 1 to 11 of the 

affidavit are tiue to uiyown knowledge. Nothing is 

wiong in it and nothing laaterial lias ’been conceslad 

so help m  God.

DaiB d • Lucknow:

\U-V\ - ^ 0

,1989

I know the above naraed deponent, identify 

him and 1b  has sigied tefoRs me.

■ \T t/

Dated rLuc know: ' tV VC IaaaAj1>->v_ (_yi/̂ -<xlxlx>uhc_c6x'

jjlcrk to .-jhri Axrĵ ĝ aT-̂ -tdvoc.'jrog
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GOVERNMENT OF I L I A 'S
-■•■  ̂ , ■ - - ,

/? *r)T^e^>uvg ^-'J ,

(I) Self-contained^ speaking and reasoned order to be passed 

and to issue over signature of prescribed disciplinary/appellate 

reviewing authority*- As is well known and settled by courts, c 

disciplinary proceedings against employees conducted under the 

provisions of C ,C .3 . (C ,C .A .) Rules/ 1965# or under any other 

correspondinQ rules, .ire quasi-Judicia 1 in nature and a3  ouch, 

it is necessary that orders in such proceedings are issued 

only by the competent authorities who have been specified as 

discifjlinary/appellate/reviewing authorities under the relevant 

rules and the orders issued by such authorities should have the 

ai:tributes of a judicial order. The Supreme Court# in the case ot 

Mahavir Prasad v, state of U .P .(a .Io R «  1970 3 .G . 1302) observed 

that-recording of reasons in'support of adecision by a quasi-, .i. 

' judicial authority is obligatory as it ensures thiaitv the decision 

is  reached according to law and is not a result of caprice# 

whim or fancy or reached on ground of policy or expediency. The 

necessity to record reasons is greater if the order is bubject

to appeal*

2„ However# instances have come to the notice of h is

this Department where the final orders passed by the competent

d i s c i p l i n a r y /a p p e X l a t e  author!iMea do not contain t\m reasons 

on the basis wViere‘-£)f the decisions com inunicated by that ordex

were reached. S in c e  such orders'may not confjbrm to legal

requirements, they may be liable to be held invalid# if 

challenged in a court of law. It is# therefore# impressed upon 

all c o n c e r n e d  that the authorities exercising disciplinary 

powers should i s s u e -  self-contained#speaking and reasoned orders 

conforming to the aforesaid legal requirements,

3 ,   ̂ Instances have also come to notice where, though the 

decisions in disciplinary/appelate cases were taken by the 

competent disciplinary/ cippellace authorities in the; files# 

ths final orders were not issued by that authority but only 

by a- lower authority. As mentioned above, the disciplinary/ 

appllate/ reviewing authorities exercise quasi-judicial 

powers and as such, they cannot delegate their pov;ers to their 

subordinates. It is#therefore# essential that the decisione 

taken by such authorities are communicated by the competent 

authority under their own signatures, and the order as issued 

should comply with the legal requirements as indicated in the 

preceding paragraphs. It is only in those cases where the 

president is the prescribed disciplinary/appellate/reviewing 

-authority ' â id where the Minister concerned has considered, th..»
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case ahd given his order.s that an order may be authenticated 

by an officer/ who has been authorised to authenticate orders 

in  the name of the President,

In spite of the above instructions it has come to notice 

that speaking orders ate not issued while passing final oriicjru 

in disciplinary cases* It has been essential legal requirement 

that, in the case of decisions by quasi-judicial authorities# 

the reasons should be recorded in support thereof. An orders 

passed by disciplinary authorities ^re in exercise of quasi- 

(ludicial powers, it is necessary that self-contained, speaking 

and reasoned orders should be issued while passing final 

orders in disciplinary cases#

********************

\

Cj- • I .  M . W-/?, ^  0 .

No nVy k i  r  /3 rl

J~
7

■ 'T.c  ■
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(a)

(b)

, r  clearlV lays ao«n t . . t  the

sub-rule u ;  .,/\̂ »r‘ -

a p p e l l a t e  p ro c e d u re  l a W  ^onw  In

. „ - = » u . ~  « •  „  „  » . i .

p ro v is io n s  o4 the >-

failure 0 1  justice. ..tnoritV

^ the findings ol tn _ j-ecordj and

“  l e a  .V  the " C -  -  -  ^

(e ) w u « t h e r  the  p e n a lt y  i-

(-V ->t even  it  the app®ll^>n*^ hd- 

. . u s  the  r u le  re q u ire s  , ,  ■

not brought out any * "  f " ' '  ^  uate authority to discuss

ob'liga’̂ 'Ory on tue part L n ia l  of opportunity

HOW there has been the disciplinary authority

o f  defence and that the _  , , , ,  ^3 rarely done and

are based on evidence and a  ̂ 1 ^ f u e l i n g (though

the result IS obvious. «  ha appellate

may not'be quite corrsc  ̂ nature. The appall‘'>''P

..thority  are ^  ' ,„a  i«.ue; Uhe .P P .U a t .

^ " ! ^ ° " : r : u r C t H a t  such unjust feelings or impressions

r  not c r : : L . .  /h i s  is  p o s s ib le  only  i f  the a p p ella te  

o rders  d is c u s s  tho ro ughly  the  fo llo w in g  p o in t s :-

( i )  the p r o c e d u r a l  aspects  as w e ll  as the  J ^ t n e s .

of tue findings of the disciplinary authori y
„ i t h  reference to  the'admissible e v id e n c e ,

( i i )  a proper d is c u s s io n  of the  p o in ts  r a is e d  in  the

appeal; and

( l i i ) '  any o b je c t iv e  a s s e 3 st,.nt of the  l ? p s e  on the part 

of the punished:.o££icial with a view t o  com ina to 

a d e c is io n  that  the  charge<s) had  b e e n  e s t a b l is h e  

. - and that  the  p en a lty  is  a p p r o p r ia t e /a d e q u a t e  and/

does not require to be either toned down or

enhancedo. ,
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anVPmKIMENT OF lEPaiA'S

¥

(I) S e lf- c o n ta in e d , Speaking and reasoned order to be passed 

and to issue over signature of prescribed disciplinary/appellate 

reviewing authorityx- As isv«ll known and settled by courts, 

disciplinary proceedings against employees conducted under the 

provisions of C .,C . S . (C .C .A . ) Rules, 1 9 6 5 ,.or under any other 

corresponding rules, are quasi-judicial in nature and as such, 

it is necessary that orders in such proceedings ,are. issued 

only by the competent authorities who have been specified as 

disciplinary/appellate/reviewing authorities under the relevant 

rules and the orders issued by such authorities should have the 

attributes of a judicial order. The Supreme Court, in the Ccuse ol 

Miih.avlr Prasad v .. state ot U.P* oî yct.;v<-J

i-ecordliiy o± reayons in aupport oJ; adecisioi. by a 

judicial authority is obligatory as it ensures th &t . the decisioi. 

is reached according to law and is not a re'sult oi; caprice, 

whim or fancy or reached on ground of policy or expediency^ The 

necessity to record reasons is greater if the order is bubject

to appeal* ' ,

2o However# instances have come to the notice of his

this Department where the final orders passed: by the competent 

disciplinary/appellate authorities do not contain the reaions 

on the b a s is  where-o£ the.decisions communicated by that order 

were reached. Since such orders may not conform to legal 

requirements, they may be liable to be held in v a lid ,. i f  

challenged in a court of law. It is, therefore, impressed upon 

all concerned that the authorities exercising disciplinary 

powers should issue . self-contained, speaking am,i reasoned ordi-rs 

conforming to the aforesaid leg^l requirements.

3» Instances have also come to notice v^here, though the

decisions'in  disciplinary/appelate cases vjere taken by the, 

competent disciplinary/ appellate authorities in the files , 

the final orders were not issued by that authority but only 

by.a lower authority. -As mentioned above, the disciplinary/ 

appllate/ reviewing authorities exercise quasi-judicial 

powers and as such, they cannot delegate their pov;ers to their 

sub.ordinates. It is#therefore, essential that the decisions 

taken by such authorities are communicated by the competent 

authority.under their own signatures, and the order as issued 

should comply with the legal requirements as indicated in the 

preceding paragraphs. It is only in those ca.;es where the 

President is the prescribed d:iscip 1 inary/uppe 11 ate/rview ing  

authority and where the Minister concerned has conrj i.dr;/;ad ■

I
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case abd given his orders that an order may be authenticated 

by an officer, who lias been authorised to authenticate orders 

in  the name of the President,

In spite of the above instructions it has come to notice 

that speaking orders are not issued while passing final orderii 

in  disciplinary cases. It has been essential legal requirement 

that, in. the case of decisions by quasi-judicial authorities, 

th® arcasons should be recorded in support thereof. An orders' 

passed by disciplinary authorities are in exercise of quasi- 

(^udicial powers, it is necessary that self-contained, speaking 

and reasoned orders should be issued while passing final 

orders in disciplinary cases#

V

(i / . / u : )

1
- J . r . H  H.fl, ^  A  A. X., O '

^ ^ 0  ^ n f i l s i  - /> M -  r  r iu  t i  /^ /«|
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sub-rule (2) of Rule 27 c learly  lays down that the 

appellate  authority shall consider:-

(a) Whether the procedure laid  doxiw in the C .C .S . (c .C 

Rules has been complied with and i f  not whether such

non-compliance has resulted  in  the v io la t io n  of any

provisions of the Constitution  of India  or in  the 

fa ilure  of ju s t ic e ;

(b) whether the findings  of the d is c ip lin a r y  authority 

are warranted by the evidences on the record, and

(c) whether the penalty is adequate,inadequate or severe,

Thus the rule requires that even if  the appellant has 

no-t brought out any new points in the appeal, it .is 

obligatory  on t h e *part of the appellate authority to discuss  

^ow there h.= been no procedural flaw or denial of PPPortu.-r y 

of defence ..nd t ,«t  the findings ot the di.cipl.n .ry  »utho. ty 

are b.used on evidence and are Just.- This is rarely dom- on. 

the resuit is obvious. It has also created a feeling(though 

„,ay not be quite correct) that the decisions of =the e

authority are arbitrary and surmiary in nature. The appe a e

authorities Should bear this ind. u,ind and issue the appellate 

orders in such av„y that such unjust feelings or impression.

are not create.. This is possible only if the appellate

prdtra discuss thoroughly the following points:-

(1) the procedural aspects as well'as the justness

■ , of the findings of the disciplinary authority

. with reference to -cne admissible evidence;

(11) a proper discussion ot the points ralseo in Uie

; ■ ' ■ appeal; and '

(i i i )  any objective assessment of the lapse on the part 

of the punished;^official with a view to comin, to

a decision that the charge (s) had been estabiisheo,

and that the penalty is appropriate/adequate ana 

does not require to be either toned down or 

i enhancedo

/
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«6*eeeiSwr-i-..'UBT»’»er—» :*= s e e a rr*:2r *ir *  ,-

Î l THE EEN.TRALVAEWI.NISTRAtlUE: TRIByWAL, ALLAHABAD ' '

■V.: , CiRCUIT bench^LUC^KNCM  ̂  ̂ ■’
' ' • :■ Gandhi .Bhauan, Orp.Resifdoncy

: Lupkndw 225 -OOi . ,

■ (RGgistratidn No, 

NqvCAT/LKO/lud/CB/

of' '19'

O
dated w.

■VERSUS

■ RESPONDENT(S)

■ . .  ̂ ■ . PrGas*e take :notic8.,'that'-the ;applica above namad ' ■- ^

has presp,riBpd„ an applipation a bopy wHdreof Is enclosed \ 

herewith u/hich has been TegistGri’d in tHis Trlbun'ai- and has

.. dav.of  ̂  ̂ '

• V no apperaBce..-ls; madc‘ OH'your-behalf, your '
. V- r v'.' ■ ■."■■•

pleader pt-by some one duly authorised''to Act and’. pl^ad ■ • 

ĵpî rydur ^behalf In the said applicationV it luill be heard

and dei|iaecJ in your absence,- ■

■ ' Given under my hand and the seal ,of the 'Tribunal

V this; ■ 4 '193

' '<î inesh/\

, day of

- - For DEPUTY REGISTRAR » "

v:r
/' I

/<: K M '
'L.

r r.--



Central Administrative Tribunal 
Lucknow Bench,Lucknow.

M . P . 9 0 /9 3  
in

Q .A .N o . 9 5 / 8 9  (L )

w Anujay Krishna — ------  Applicant.
y versus

Union of India & o th ers .-- Respondents.

♦  *̂ *̂ ^̂ '̂ ‘̂ 04- 02- 1993,
^  22?— — — — — ——“-’“““

Hon'ble Mr.Justice U.C,Srivastava,V.C.

Hon*ble Mr.K.Cbayya^A.M.__________ _________

‘ This is an application for extension of 

time to complete the inquiry in terms of the 

judgm ent 'and order datsd  27-8-1992,Talcing into 

consideration the application,time is esfended 

T^upto 31st March 1993 beyond which no time XK

ipyfranaigBt shall be granted. It was only short mattei 

which is to be disposed of by the respondents,

but the respondents are delaying the matter 

^  unnecessarily while the applicant has already

retired from service.
Sd/- Sd/-
A-Ifl. V.C,

4-'|3
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