
{

196 Of 1000

Hon'ble Mir n r* tt

Adnanxstrative Mentoer

V.K, Mishra

f/° ̂ te H.d, Mishra,aged about 50 years
^cupation Teacher Primary
^hool. Vehicle Factory,
Jabal^r, Jabalpur (14 ,p,)

-APPLICAInIT(3y Advocate - Shri iizhar Siraj)
VEESUS

1 • Union of India
(Sirou^ . Secretary,
Ministry of Deferce)

2. Additional DBDP/Merab^
appellate authority
Ordnance Factory Board#
10 A. Shaheed K3. Poaa#,
GaJcutta - 700001.

3. General Manager#
Vehiole Factory Jabalpur,
jabalpur (M.P.)

4. Srat, M, Quchact#
Head Mistress#:
Primary School#
Vehicle Factory Jabalpur#
jabalpur (M.P.)

'  RSaPOlOSNTS

(By Advocate . Shrl holding brleE o£ Shri B.da.sil

Pad E xi (OBAL^

Anand Kumar Bhatt. Adaministrative Member -

This application is against the punishment order datec
7.9.1998 (Anne»te.A-4) by which the penalty of withholding
of one increment for one year without cumulative effect was
given to the applicant and against appellate order dated
5.3.1999 (Annexure-A-6),

2• Facts in brief are that the applicant ia a teacher
in vehicle rectory Pttaary school, Jabalpur. „e ha4 given
a apecial casual leave application for attending a teachers'
confer^ at Kanpur. He was asked by the Headnistress to
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enclose relevant Factory orders on k• u
her chamh^ «iisbehaved Inr chamber and broke the cuo

cup, which was on the taKi« <
room, on the basis of th ,

a Charge sheet t "C'Sheet „ss Xssuea to the appiic3nt on n.3.98
V Annexure-A-2) tk^ i.

,, ° mentioned that thePP can „3S pressuring the Heaatistress to stop the

L  " "•
all the m r <3lscontinued,the mate teachers will nnt r^ar-e

basis nt , < "" Oh ^hebasis of Complaint made by the 4.
y  e Headmistress and after

considering the reply of the applicant min
minor punishmentS given by the disciplinary authority.

The „.ain ground taken by the applicant is that
punis^ent has been ™eted out solely on the basis of cc»plai.

end th ' ^'^^hry school trespondent^4he request of the applicant to hold a court of enquiry
was not acceded tn wo k=>c iC c to. He has also stated that such sunanary

\  proceedings are against rule Tfi tt ^rule 16 (i.A, ccs(OC») Rule.l96S.

The respondents on the other hand have mentioned in
detail the action of the applicant in the chatber of the
Headmistress. They have stated thi»4. -v,r  c3ve stated that the conduct of the
applicant was unbecoming of Government servant.

5. He have seen pleadings both the sides and heard
the learned counsel for both the parties at some length.
The charge is misconduct and misbehaviour in,,, the chamber
of the Headnistress and it is on the basis, of the complaint of
Hea<»aistress that the action was taken against the applicant
of minor penalty. Por is>posing of minor penalty, detailed
enquiry is not necessary. The present punistaent is not
in category mentioned in Rule 16(1-a) of COS (CCA) Rules

stately the applicant, on the basis of the reply
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g Ven by the applicant and considering the facts of th
surgery proceedings in such caset^'^"

case is pe®s4feie,and the
respondents cann/-.4- ^respondents cannot be faulted th
verv mlr, punishment meted out asvery mipor and its woul^^ ^

not ■ ,'TT^ I j!'' «« aoany ground Wfew, necessitating

applicant.

The OA is dismissed.

(Anand Kumar Bhatt)
Administrative Member (D.C. Verraa)

Vice Chairman(Judicial)
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