CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL, JABALP’UR BENCH, JABALPCR
Original Application NoQ13of 2004

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

Hon’ble Mr. MP. Singh, Vice Chairman
Hon’ble Mr.Madan Mchan, Judicial Member

Ganga Singh Thakur,

Son of Shn Halke Singh Thakur,

Aged about 56 years,

Supr.(NT), Vehicle Factory,

Jabalpur, R/0 390, Bai Ka Bagicha,

Ghamapur, Jablpur(M P ) Applicant

(By Advocate — Shri R.N. Dwivedi)

VERSUS

1. Union of India,
Through Secretary,
Minstry of Public Personal
Public Grievances and
Pension {(Department of
Personal and Training ) North
Block, New Delhi.

2. Duector General,
Ordnance Factory Board,
10A, Shaheed K Bose Road,
Kolkata.

3.  General Manager,

Vehicle Factory,

Jabalpur M P.) Respondents
(By Advocate — Shn S.A. Dharmadhikari)

ORDE R(Oral)

By M.P. Singh, Vice Chairman

By filing this Omnginal Application the applicant has sought the
following main reliefs :-

“(1) That the impugned ordet dated 1.7.2004 passed by the
Appellate Authonty,(Annexure P-1) rejecting the appeal of the

Wcant be quashed.



{11) Thpt the Jmpugned order d%ated 28.2.1997(Annexure-A-2)
imposing the penalty of reductlcim m pay by one stage of the
grade of ;supervisor(NT) i.e. from Rs. 1640 PM. to Rs, 1600/-
pm. in the time scale of pay ofﬁs 1200-30-1560-EB40-2040
with cumulative effect for a penod of one year with effect from
1.3.1997; may kindly be quashed ‘T[mth consequential benefits.”

2. The bnef facts of the case are thg;t the applicant was appointed
as Assistant Stcare Keeper and he Wﬁl? qubqequenﬂv promoted as
- Supervisor (NT] ) in the Vehicle Factor\k Jabalpur and & he 15 still
working as such He was transferred }Itfrom EMV Section to Store
Section vide Order dated 11.12.1996 zmd he was directed to take the
charge of Godoyvn 10-E06 and 5Ty-2 \nde {etter dated 14.12.1996 and
30.12.96. Decpﬂ speuﬁc aﬂoganon of duules he was reluctant to take

over the charg“e of above said god !1

. and submiited repeated
representationy qn one pretext or thel other. On 31.12.1996 the

applicant is n]le%ed to have created a ugllty scene on the 1ssue of taiqng‘

over the charg,e of above b’lld god&wn He was placed under

suspension w. f 21997 and a charge sheet issued to him under Rule

14 of CCS(CCN) Rules 1965 on 3111 9/ Thereafter the applicant:
has submutted ]us statement of defence on 21.2.1997 The disciplnary |

authority based qn the evidence avaﬂﬁblb on record and on the basis

of the reply of the applicant mmposed thq pf;nalty of reduction n pay

by one stage of the grade of Supems'oy(NT ) 1e. from Rs.1640 to
1600/- per month with cumulative effeqt llor a penod of one year.

Thereafter the apphcant had prefem:d a? appeal after lapse of frour

years 1.€. on 9. 10 2003. The appellate a‘uthonty has considered the

facts and cucm%ances of the casemﬁad I¢ ]euted his appeal vide order |

dated 1.7.2004 bemg hopeles:slv time bmmd Aggneved by this order

the applicant has ﬁled this OA clanmng th‘: aforesaid reliefs.
l

‘.‘ !

3.  Heard the 1ei;amed counsel for the péﬁni"es and carefully perused

ﬁ\thverecords. | | ;f

TUETT R, R



4.  Dunng the course of the argumients, the leamed counsel for the
respondents has submitted that the applicant who was under
suspension Y& had submitted his statement of defence on
21.2.97(Annexure-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 charges leveled against him were established. After considering
the material on records, the disciplinary authonty has imposed the
penalty of reduction in pay by one stage in the grade of Supervisor
(NT) from the pay scale of Rs.1640 to 1600/- per month with

cumulative effect.

5. On the other hand the leamed counsel for the apphcant has
stated that the document produced by the respondents dated 21.2.97
(Annexme—R»Z) whereby the charges leveled aéainst the applicant
alleged to have been accepted by the applicant 1s false and fabricated.
The applicant never pleaded gwlty and the aforesaid document
Annexure-R-2 1s not signed by the applicant. He has also stated that
this fact has already been reiterated by him in para 6 of his rejoinder
filed by him. According to the leamed counsel for the applicant, the
- applicant has not accepted the charges leveled against him; the
respondents have not held any enquiry and thetthey 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 consideration to the nval contentions
made by the parties and we find that the applicant 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 applicant, The disciplinary authority has imposed the
penalty of reduction in pay by one stage. In the facts and
z§S§ii1mstsmces of the case,we quash and set aside the orders dated
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