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BEFORE THE CENTRAL MUNINISTRATflJE TRIBUNAL 

BANUALORE BENCH, BANGLLPE 

DATED THIS THE 8TH DY OF APRIL, 1987 

Hon1 ble Justice Shri K.S.Puttasuarny ... \iice—Chairrnan 
Present: 

Hon'ble Shri L.H.P. Rego 	 ... Member (A) 

APPLICATION NO.158J86 

Ram BahadurIhaoa, 
Major, 0cc: ervics 
RIO Be1gaun. 	 ... Applicant 

(Shri Shantaram Swant .. Advocate) 

'IS 

The Union Government(Defence) 
by its Secretary, 
Government of India, 
New Delhi. 	 ... Respondents 

(Shri 11.\iasudeva Rao .. Advocate) 

This application has come up before the Court today. 

Hon' ble Shri Justice Puttasuamy, Vice—chairman made the 

fo 110 w i n g 

ROE R 

This is a transferred aPplication and is received 

from the Court of the Ilunsiff, Belyaum under Section 2' 

of the Administrative Tribunals Act, 1935('Act'). 

2. 	At the material time, the aplicant was working as 

a Civ iltan Truck Driver in the office of ha Briyadier 

Commander, Belgaurn ('Cbrnnionder'). 	In exercise of the 

powers conferred by the Central Civil Service(Classiricatjcn, 

Conro1. and Ao;ieal) Rules, 1963 ('Rules') the Comrnonder 

initiated disciplinary proceedings ayainst the applicant 

and served the Articles of charga on him which read thus: 
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Article of Charçe I 

Itilet with an accident near Khanapur at Nittur 

village while driving Truck 4x4 NSN BA No 76C-13703A 

of Junior Leaders Jin, Belgaum entrusted to his charge 

due to rash and neyligent driving by him on 23 Dec 83, 

resulting in death of one civilian person and serious 

injury to other two civilians and himself. The Govern-

ment vehicle was damaged to the extent of Rs.20 9393-33p 

in the accident. A criminal case bearing No 130/83 has 

also been registered on the aforesaid accident in 

Khanapur Police Station under section 279, 333, 304A 

IPC and 116 Motor Jehicle Act, 

Article of CharU 

That during the aforesaid period and while functionr 

ing in the aforesaid office, the sid Shri Ram Bahadur 

Thapa, Civilian Driver Grade II— 

Took away the aforesaid Government vehicle on his 

own to Khanapur for unauthorised purpose on tue afore-

said day without proper author.Lty". 

Article of Charge III 

That during the aforesaid period and while 

fuflctioning in the aforesaid office, the said Sri Ham 

Bahadur Thapa, Civilian Driver Grade II— 

"Permitted four unauthorised civilian personnel to 

travel in the aforesaid Government vehicle on the afore 

said day in contravention pf ordrs/instructjons 

existing on the subject and demanded money from them 

in return for the lift jiven to them in the Government 

vehicle". 

As the applicant denied these charges, the commander ao.oi.ntecl 

an Inquiry Officer (io) who held a regular inquiry and 

submitted his report holding him guilty of all the three 

charges. Accepting the report of the LU, the Commander 
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by his order dated 7-6-1984 (Annexure—I) inflicted the 

penalty of removal from service against the applicant. 

Aggrieved by the same, the applicant filed a review or 

an appeal before the apelle authority, who by his order 

dated 1-11-198q has rejected the same. On 16-3-1985 

the alicant commenced O.S,No.1E30 of 1985 in the Court 

of liunsiff, Belgaum which on transfer has been registered 

as Application No.1536 of 1986. 

Sri Shantharan Sawanth, learned counsel for the 

applicant contends that the order made by the review or 

the apellate authority was not a seaking order and illegal. 

in support of his contention Sri Sawant strongly relies 

on the rulin of the Supreme CourL in RAN CHNUR V. 

UNION OF INDIA (rh 1986 SC 1173). 

Sri M.Vasudeva Fao, learned cidditional CLSC appearing 

for the respondents sought to support the order of the 

appellate authority. 

3. 	Je have perused the order of the apjellate or the 

reviewLng authority. In rejecting the appeal or review 

application, the authority had not given elnborate reasons. 

But, having regard to the gravity of the charges levelled 

and the findings recorded by the inquiry officei with 

which the disoiplinary authority hed concurred, this is 

not a fit case in which we should annul the order of the 

agpellat. o the reviewing authority solely on the ground 

that it is not a speaking order or a technical ground. 
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Sri Savanth next contends that the punishment 

imposed by the disciplinary authority was too dispropor-

tionate to trio gravity of the offence committed by the 

apnlicant and the same calls for substantial reduction. 

Sri Rao contends that there are riardly any grounds 

to interfere with the penalty imposed by the disciplinary 

authority. 

	

3. 	Jo have perused the charges levelled against the 

b-orricer applicant, the findings of the inquirwith which the 

disciplinary authority had concurred. We are of the view 

tnat every one of the charges each by itself or cumulatively 

undoubtedly justified the punishment awarded against the 

apalicant. uje see no merit in this contention of 

Sri Savanth and we reject the same. 

	

9. 	is all the contentions urged for the arplicarit fail, 

this application is liable to be dismissed. Jo, therefore, 

dismiss this application. But, in the circumstances of the 

case, we direct the parties to bear their own costs. 

/ 
Vice-Chairman [ember(A) - 
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