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CEMTtAL ADMIMSTRATIVT; TR1BUK4L. JABALPUU JABALPCR

Original APDlication Nort^l7or 2004

Jabalpur, this the 18th day of May, 2005.

Hon’ble Mr. M P. Smgli, Vice Cliauinan 
Hon'ble Mi.Madan Mohan, Judicial Member

Ganga Singh Thakur,
Son of Skri H alke Singli Thakur,
Aged about 56 years,
Supr.(NT), Veliicle Factory,
Jabalpur, R/o 390, Bai Ka Bagicha,
Ghamapur, JablpiirfM P .) Applic ant

(By Advocate -  Shri R.N. Dwivedi)

V E R S U S

1. Union of India,
Througli Secretary,
Ministry of Public Personal 
Public Grievances and 
Pension (D epaitment o f 
Personal and Training) North 
Block, New Delhi.

2. Director General,
Ordnance Factoiy Board,
IDA, ShaheedK Bose Road, 
Kolkata.

3. General Manager,
Vehicle Factory,
Jabalpur (M P.)

(By Advocate -  Slid S.A. Dhannadliikari)
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Respondents

O R D E R  (Orah 

By M.P. Singh. Vice Chairman

By filing this Original AppHcation the apphcant has sought the 
following main rehefs

'‘(i) That the impugned order dated 1.7.2004 passed by the 
Appellate Authonty,(Annexure P-1) rejecting the appeal of tiie 
apphcant be quashed.
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(ii) Tlipt the impugned order d^ted 28.2.1997(Aiuiex\ire-A-2) 
imposiiigj the penalty df reducticin p  pay by one stage of the 
grade of |Supervisor(NT) i.e. froi|i Rs. 1640 P.M. to Rs. 1600/- 
p.in. in the time scale dfpay of ̂ .  |1200-30-1560-EB40-2040 
with cimiiilative effect for a period of one year with effect from 
1.3.1997 inay kindly be 'quashe d m th c onse qiiential bene fits.”

2. The brief î,facts of the case are th^t the applicant was appointed
! i; ■

as Assistant Store Keeper aiid he w |s  j^bsequently promoted as 

Supervisor (NT) in the Vehicle Factor)!, Jabalpur and he is still 

working as suc|i. He was transferred from EMV Section to Store 

Section vide order dated 11.1^.1996 an|i he was directed to take the 

charge ofGodo'\jwi 10-E06 and 5Tyt2 vide letter dated 14.12.1996 and 

30.12.96. Despiti specific allocation of 4utles he was reluctant to take 

over the chargi of above said godolwn; and submitted repeated 

representation; c|n one pretext or the! ofher. On 31.12.1996 the 

applicant is alleged to have created a ugl|? scene on tlie issue of taking 

over the charge of above said godAvii. He was placed under
i ' I '

suspension w.e .f, 2.1.997 and a chaige sl|eet issued to him under Rule
!' f ii I

14 of CCS(CCAi) Rules 1965 on 31.1.l!?97. Thereafter the apphcant 

has submitted his statement of defence on 21.2.1997.The disciplinary

authority based (̂ n the evidence available on record and on the basis
' . f ' 

of the reply of tl̂ e appHcjint in^posed th^ penalty of reduction in pay

by one stage of ^he grade of Supervise]|(Np i.e. from Rs.l640 to

1600/- per m onti v/ith cumulative effe(|t for a period of one year.

Thereafter the aplpHcant had prfeferred an appeal after lapse of fiour

years i.e. on 9.1Q.2003. The a|)peEate iithority has considered the

facts and circumstances of the case^ad r|jected his appeal vide order

dated 1.7,2004 bepig hopelessly tiine banpd. Aggrieved by this order

the applicant has iled  tliis O A claiming thi aWesaid rehefs.

3. Heard the Mamed counsel' for the paitiies and careMly perused 

the records.

I ' (



7

4. During the couise of the aiguiilents, the leaDied counsel for tlie 

respondents has submitted that the applicant who was under 

suspension lar had submitted his statement of defence on 

21.2.97(Annexuie-R/2) and accepted the articles of charges leveled 

against him and requested to reinstate him. in service, the same was 

considered by the disciplinary authority. Based on the evidence 

available on record and the reply of the applicant to the memorandum, 

the chaiges leveled against liim were established. After considermg 

the material on records, the disciplinary authority has imposed the 

penalty of reduction in pay by one stage in the grade of Supervisor 

(NT) from the pay scale of Rs.l640 to 1600/- per month with 

cumulative effect.

5. On the other hand the learned counsel for the apphcant has 

stated that the docimient produced by the respondents dated 21.2.97 

(Annexure-R-2) whereby the charges leveled against the apphcant 

alleged to have been accepted by the apphcant is false and fabricated. 

The apphcant never plea<ted guilty and the aforesaid document 

Annexuie>R-2 is not signed by the apphcant. He has also stated that 

tliis fact has already been reiterated by him in para 6 of his rejoinder 

filed by him. According to the learned Counsel for tlie ^phcant, the 

apphcant has not accepted the chaiges leveled against him; the 

respondents have not held any enquiry and thaKhey had imposed the 

penalty of reduction in pay scale without following the prescribed 

procedure and rules. Therefore, this penalty should be quashed.

6. We have given careful coiisideratjon to the rival contentions 

made by the parties and we find that the apphcant was placed under 

suspension and the charge sheet was issued to him. Subsequently as 

per letter dated 21.2.1997 (Annexure-R.2) alleged to have been 

written by the apphcant^ 'the disciphnary authority has imposed the 

penalty of reduction in pay by one stage, hi the facts and 

circimistances of the case,we quash and set aside the ordeis dated
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28.2.1997 anĉ  1.7.2004 andjnemit back tjifi csise to the respondents ;to' ■ - I

verify the gemiiiieness o f the documjent; Anjiesuie R-2 enclosed |>y
©■vicl f i * ■

them^aEeged lb Imve been written by tJiej ap|)Iieant. If, this document ^

foimd genuin^: then they m ^j proceed f e ^ s t  ̂ e  applicant to hold tlie
i ■ ’ I '■ r ' 'enqniry in the niatter as per riile s and l^w;

7. With the above directions the OjK stand^ disposed of. No costs

(MadanN^haf) 
Judicial Member

(MP.Smgh) 
Vice Chairman
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