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IN THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL: HYDERABAD BENCH

| AT HYDERABAD
|

OA.1554/94 |
| |
Between

D. Sai Ramesh

and

1, Union of India, rep. by
the Secretary I
Min, of Finance
New Delhi - |
2, Central Boaéd of Excise and Customs
rep. by its Secretary

Govt. of India,| Néw Delhi

(bept. of Revenue

3. Collector :
Central Excise,l Basheerbagh
Hyderabad i .

4. Dy. Collect&r ‘
Central Excise, Basheerbagh
Hyderabad

Counsel for the applicant

Counsel for th% réspondents

CORAM i

‘ |

HON. MR, R. RANGARAJAN; MEMEER (ADMN.)
N R L

HON. MR. B.S. ﬂAIPARAMESHWAR, MEMBER (JURBL)
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Applicant

Respondents
G. Parameshwar Rao
Advocate

Nth, DeVaraj-
Sr.CGsC
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." 1issued by the

OA.1554/94

(5

Judgement

oral order (per Hon. wr, R, Rangarajan, Member (Admn)

S

>

Heard Ms

applicant and Sr

1. The applical

. Central EXcis% i

with charge s?ce

as below
"ARTICEE -1
That the'sa

Inspector of Cen

period from 1-6-

Textile Proce!

Mills pvt. Ltd,
?extile Mills*ﬁv
Pvt. Ltd. The s
prescribed P.P.C
Board's F.Nb.?G?

I
Instruction (Tec

said prescribed

regularly to asc

varieties of 'fak

i
|

‘cessing and to

-

determine the cg

Ssik

Collector of Central Excise, Hyderabad,

hakti for Mr. G. Parameshwar Rao for the

i N.R, Devaraj for the respondents,

nt in this OA while Qotking as Inspector in
n the Colleétbrate of Hyderabad, was issued

t. 'The-charge sheet framed against him reads

id sri D. Sai Ramesh, while functioning as .

tral Excise, Shamshabad éange during the

1988 to 31-5-1989 was incharge of four

ng Units namely i¥)M/s Siddivinayaka Synthtic
ii) ﬂ/s Sri Ram Mills Pvt, Ltd, 1ii) M/s Vivek -
t. Ltd. and 4v) M/s. Naresh Textile Products
aid Sri D. Sai Ramesh failed to conduct the

+» Checks in respect of the said units, as per
/12/78-C.X.6/c.x.8 dt.27-11-1978 read with

h) No.11/78, General No.6/78 dated 28-12-19?8'
The

P.B.C. Chécks were required to be conducted

ertain correct quantities of different

rics brought into the said factories for pro-
scertain width, weight etc, of fabrics to

yrrect classifiication and correct rate of duty

to safeguard revenue. His failure led to evasion of duty on

. !
Textile fabrics

by the said assessees,

Thus, the said Sri D. Sai Ramesh, by his above acts,

exhibited lacjk G

9

£ devotion to duty and thereby contravened
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Rule 3{1)(ii) of Central Civil Services (Conduct) Rules,
1964, |
ARTICLE~TI

o fﬁéé'thejsaid Sri D, Sal Ramesh, while functioning in

the said capacity during the séid period failed to draw
adequate numb?r of samples of fabrics processed by the said
'faétories, as;per instructions contained in para 114-II{d)
Chapte:4v of'baSic Excise Manual to ascertain average cdﬁnt

of fabrics, polyester contént of fabrics and varieties of yarn
used in the.ﬁabrics etc, as the case may be, to determine
correct‘claséification\of the goods and correct fate of duty

to safeguard revenue. His failure led to evasion of duty on

Thus, ﬁﬂe said Sri D. Sai Ramesh by his above acts,
exhibited la&k of devgtidn to duty and thereby contravened
‘Rule 3(1) (ii) of Central Civil Services {Conduct) Rules,1964."
2. Aﬁ inqu#ry was conducted and the inquiry held that éﬁ%
charges cannot be proved.(Annexﬁre II}). The Disciplinary
authority 1s§ued a Penalty'adviée by-letter dated 24-2-1993,
The order inithe Penalty advice reads as under :

"It is, therefore, ordered tha the pay of Sri D. Sai
Ramesh, Insﬁgctbr of Central Excise, be reduced by four staggs
from &.2000/+ to Rwl760/- in the time scale of s.1640-60-2600-
EB-75-2900/~ for one year with effect from the date of this
order. It is fhther directed that Sri-D. Sai Ramesh will not
earn incremégts‘of pay during the period of reduction and
that on the éxpiry of the period, the reduction will nof have
the effect o% ﬂostponing,his future increments 6f pay."

3. The appﬁicant filed an appeal to Respondent-3 on 22~4-93
(Annexure IVD.rThat appeal was disposed of by order dated

‘ ..3.
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20-12-1993 (Anne

below : ri

“In viewlof
J

had not applied

that the Discipl
findings are wel

~

. L\
xure V). The appegkyzrder reads as

the above, I hold that the Inquiry officer
his mind in givingihis findings. I also hold

inary aulbhority was right in not accepting his

1 reasons., I agree with her findings. I hold

that having régard to the facts and circumstances of the case

theres is no nsed
nary Authority."
4, This OA is

dated 24-2-1993

further direckion to pay him arrears,
' 1

to interfere with the order of the Discipli-~

filed to set aside the mimpugned order
Appelladt AIEs \
and the-Apézz&iorder dt.20-12-1993 &nd for a

5. The conb#ntions raised in the QA aregimilar to the con-

' |
tentions raiseqd

}

in OA.1553/94 which was disposed of today.

Hence, we follow the directions given in OA.1553/94 and pass

the followini directiong:

The appﬂic nt, if so advised, may submit a detailed

revision petition to the concerned Member in the Board of

Central Exciﬁe within a period of one month from the date of

receipt of tﬁe e

opy'of this order., If such a revision peti-

] i
tion is received by the said authority, the said authority

will dispose it

of in accordance with law considering all his

i
contentions ﬁaised in his appeal as well as contentions as

indicated abéve

in this OA within a period of three months

from the daté of receipt of copy of that petition, It is left

to the applicdant to ask for personal hearing if so desires,

6. The oa %s ordered accordingly. No costs.
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Dated : Sept.3, 97
Dictated in Opeﬁ Court

(R. Rangarajan)
.) Member (Admn.
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