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ORAL JUDGMENT : DATED: 10.1.1994

(Per; M.S.Deshpande, Vice Chairman)

) Heardlihe counsel.

The main conkention of the applicant is
that for the same incident two charge-sheets have been
given to the appliéant. It is apparent that originally
an explanation was sought from the applicant for his
missing from the place of work and after the explana-
tion was obtained a regular charge sheet was given to
him. ¥For this charge sheet he has filed the reply.

We are not impressed by the contention
that the aéplicant is given two charge sheets for the
same incident., The charge sheet seems to be only one and
the enquiry is on. Shri Iyer contends that the enguiry
is being delayed. It appears that the memorandum was
issued on 21.3.92 and the applicant has approaéhedhthis

Tribunal in 1994, )
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All that we need to say is that the
respondents should complete the enquiry as early as
possible, With this direction the application is

dismissed.

. Las
e &L bt -ter \_/\-f"“‘/
{M.R. Kolh;:;;; (M.S .Deshpande)
Member(A) Vice Chairman
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IN THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL
BOMBAY BENCH, 'GULESTAN' BUILDING NO.6
PRESCOT ROAD, BOMBAY~1l

R.P. No. 49 of 1594 -
in

0.A, No. 1266/1993

P., Ramani .« Applicant
vV/s.

Union of India & Ors. , . sRespondents

(}Coram: Hon.shri Justice M.S.Deshpande, V.C.
Hon.Shri M.R. Kolhatkar, Member (A)

TRIBUNAL'S ORDER (By Circulation) Dateds ;Z;.1994

. — . o — " Sy S

(rer: M.R. Kolhatkar, Member (A))

This is a Review Petition by the original

applicant. The main grounds urged for review are

?“ﬁtt*L#Lprmwwiﬁb
in respect of specific admissions[by the respondents
VZHat Lo
in paras 2, 3 of the reply{ The respondents had
L_ .

issued two memoranda of charges on 17.12.1991 and
21.3.1992 on the same &gt of fictsiand allegations.
On 10.1.1994 the Central Government Standing Counsel
afleg Oy wis —
;ahmgeiﬁ represented the facts before the Hon.
Tribunal that the first memorandum of chirges dated
17.12.1991 was a show causez?iEQZh the Tribunal
accepted as true which is an error apparent on the
face of the record.

We are not impressed by this argument.
Memorandum dated 21.3.1992 is clearly under Rule

16(1l)(b) of cCs{CCA) Rules 1965, However, Rule

l6(l){a) reads as below:
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16.(1) Subject to the provisions of sub-rule(3)
of Rule 15, no order imposing on a Government servant any
of the penalties specified in clause. (i) to (iv) of Rule
11 shall be made except after =~
(2) informing the Government servant in writing
of the proposal to take action against him
and of the imputations of misconduct or
misbehaviour on which it is proposed to be
taken, and giving him reasonable opportunity
of making such representation as he may
wish to make against the proposal;™.
The memorandum dated 17th December 1991 (purports
to be under Rule 16 of CCS(CCA) Rules and it has to be
read ‘as_a) show cause notfgunder 16(1)(a) of the
CCS(CCA) Rules 1965. That is the way we undergtood the
matter and we have passed our order dated 10.1.1994

on that basis.

No case for rewview has been made out and
the review petition is ad¢cordingly dismissed.

No order as to costs.

el [ Hsr N\~ /)L

(M.R, Kolhatkar) (M.S.DESHPANDE)
Member { A) Vice Chairman



