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None present on behalf of the respon-l.<:!!_1t.s. 

r:oP.AM: 

PER HON I nLP. r.trr: 0 .P. ,<;Jl}\!{MA·, ADHil1I".TP;\TIVE l·lE! ·nr:P.: 

,w/s 19 of thf' A.T. Act, 1985 pr<>yinn t.hcit t:he orrlcT !.-•:~·-! 

B.4.fl7 (Annf'X\\!T! A-1'1) • .i111pns.i1h
0

q pcn.·1lty of co1nr•11lrory 

• • I , .. 

~~-sec\J r it: y s t.:i ff c111fl l 1.-1< l rni f~l,el1i1Ve1l \·.' .i t i·1 l'. I l (~10. l\ f t:<" 1- LI •:·!I: , 

f1e t..:as asl~ec1 1:.r1 c>:r1lnir1 11is 1niscor1·h1t:t vi-- 1 1~ i\1111t'zu1c! ,\-J., 

dated 4.~.R3 <111.l he IJ?.VE' his explan<ition vi•1e imnexu1c ,c.-2. 

1965 dated 25.C..83 (hnnexure 11-::-3) ,.,,.,,, ir.c:11orl t0 ,1:.h:> <·;,,.,lic_;nl~ 
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an appeal ( Annexure A-11) against the R;:iid order. The 

Appell2te. Ai1thorjty virle order dated 25.10.19fl8(Annex1Jre l\-12 

upheld the pcmalty imposed on the applicant. 

3. During the course of arguments,. the .learned 

counsel for the applicant stated that while the statemPntr.. 

wen~ said to have been rec.orded from \H tnesses on I\. I\. fl3 

regarcling the occurrence of the incident, on· one of the 

statements, the date on the top is 4.4.83 whereas the elute 

a.t the bottom of t.he st<itement is 13.4.83. This shows th.~t 

this statement was a fabrication. He <irldcd th.-,t in f2ct, 

no register· had been maintained at tbe gate which the· 

applicant Wi'ls re(!uirecl to si;Jn and fllrther there was no 

•question of <my incident having occurrecl. 
i 

that the charqe rega·rcHng misbehavin1.ir with the.' ,·;unr·r.i.rir 

author.l ty was not there in the memorandum. <li.1 te<l •l. 4. fl3 

issued to the applicant immedi'ettel.y- nfl:er the ,-,llcqecl 

incident took pl<1ce. Therefor!", this pa rt 0£ t:liro eh;i ;-n0 

was, in any case, is an after thouqht. Finally, lie. st--itrrl 

that the Appellate Authority while passin<J the or:ler has 

not given his specific findings in r<•spect of t:hree 

requirements mentioned in Rule 27( 2) of CCS(CC1\) l-:11J.es, 

1965. He relied upon the Judgment 0£ the lion' hl<~ !iupre1~c 

·~:',: ·--·-,:pourt ·in the case of Harn Chander vs. Union of In<lia, 

. . ~:_\ I /AIR 1986 SC 1173, to nrcJU€' that it \;!i'JS a m;rnd2tOr:' ?' 
~-~.· · .·· _,~::>//requirement for the appellate authority to qivP. his finc1in0s 
,?-_,,); ~ ...... __,?. \'<:'/ 

;. .. . lJ;'"\ r:c~G~· .... /'/. . . , . 
'•·-:, ~~ on the three ,ref]uirements mentioned in Rule 27 ( 2) of the 

...... ------
ccs (Cf:A) Rules, 1965, 

4. we huVP. hcnrr1 the learrwd col.'nsel for tllC: 

applicant and havr> rione the recorrls. 

5. The content)_r)n tl12t tlH~ st-.ntentcnt of ;-. 1.-Iil.:rlr:'\:- .... 

' reconlc::od before> th<' rr,;:-mal procr.t::·lin""' \•1erc Jn0t·.:lt:11tcrl which 

beo;i.ns with the d;ite 4.4.83 en·'l en"" 1·1ith th<" <"l<:V: l".4,P3 
.~ I 

reasons, tt·!O r'jj,frP.r·r11t 1l(ltc·s h.;:.ve 1·1'.!<="q 111~nt.j•1n: .. ·l, t-!"'!'' 

r~.,,_,_i_,10.nr:P. 
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.r r~garcling the tn;:iintenance of the rc<Ji:St.0.r 0t: r.J•e nnV.i ,,,,,, 

cr.,,,ation of an >.mrnly scene of the nnplici'lnt i,. ;iv11il.nl-le 

'l'h~ • 1('1 i 11 t 

that il1 the oriqin<Jl show-cause 110tic0 issue-··! tn t.hc 

is correct. 

of the charge presented during the inc)'.1iry, on the bn"i< 

of wh:i.ch the In'}niry Officer held this charge also <ir; 

proved. We do not sit as an appellate ciuthor.ity to re-

to whether the chorries <iqaifl~t the a:;pl.iccmt <ire prove<l or 

not • • Therefore, 1·!e 1·1i ll not interfere wi tl1 the report of 

'the Ii101.1iry Offjc0r or tl1e order of. the DisciplinDry. 

Authority. 

6 .• tTowever, tJ1'0)re is substance j_n th0 arqum<·mt: of 

--~ 
. t ... ' 

the learned couns"' l fo:c the applicant tha.t the i'l'Jf'ell;o. t(! 
... - - '< 

···autliori ty has not 'J.i. ven 
\ 

f i nc1 inr~;. r' t1 1:he 

r~puirements mentioned in r~ule 27(7.) of l:h8 CCS (CCA) 'P.11lcs, 

;>.~~5; The thn'e <ispccts on which thr.i appcJ lute 'lnl-.l1nr.ity 

, ~/'i's reouired to give his findings are~•·1hether thP proce·!ure 
. . -· .," f' .< ". .• 

U'-' - ~-I. 

_:._....; laid down in th-:> rules hus heen r.ompl:lccl with; Hh,,t:hcr tl1r; ... . - -

findings of the Disciplinciry Authority are warranterl h~' 

---.,_the evidence on recorcl; and wh8thcr l"i10. pr:rna.l t'.' ir:1pos".~·,1 5 s 
. -~ 
adi!!quate, inc>de<:uate or severe. It .tr; necessary fat· ti"' 

. 
appellate authority to give his specifJc findinciri on eacl1. 

of these requirements \"Iii.le pcissinq r)r<ler, in villl'' of l:IJ« 

Judgment of J-Ion 1hle ~;unrerne r:ourt ir1 ~cirn Chanr1er' s c!t1r-P,, 
• .;AS::: 

viherein they were dealing analogous rrovi.sions in Rciil:··u·: 
h 

·Servants (I)iscif)l.i.ne (,, 1\ppcal) Ilttlc:.?r.. · t1lr-: ar::cc)r'l i.nr11,y ~:,..t 

1965, 1-1ithin a nrrio;l 0f thrP.e inont-.J1r fr:om t:}•0 rl.~':.-, •nf 
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been nl1asltE'.{] b:{ us. 

7, 

oL-cler ;::is to costs. 
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