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Original Application No« 25/2000

Jabalpur, this the ^ 200 4

ffon'ble Shri M.P.Singh, Vice Chairman
Ifon'ble Shri Madan Mohan, Member (J)

Punjab Rao, Shesh Rao, Bansod#,
S/o Shri Shesh Rao Ban sod,
Aged 49 years,:
Assistant Supervisor (Class III)
at Military parm,
Jabalpur ft4P).

(By Advocate! None)

...Applicant

3.

4.

-ver sus-

Union of India throu#i
Secretary,
Ministry of Defeace,
South Block, New Delhi.

D^uty Director Geieral,
Military Farms,
Nesh' Delhi .

Officer 3iicharge,
Military Farm,
Bangalore (Karnataka) .

Officer Incharge,
Military Farm,
Jabalpur (^IP) .

(By Advocate: Shri S.A.Dharraadhikari)

. • .Respondsits

ORDER

By Madan Mohan. Judicial Member:

By filing this 0.A, the applicant has prayed

for the following reliefs:

(a) to waive puni^raent awarded blindly with guilty
mind and promote the applicant from the d-^te
of passing his promotion course 1989.

(b) to issue any other directions, orders, as
deaaed fit for malice by respondaits.

(c) to award cost of defamation, demoralization
and eKpenses caused the applicant.
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2, The brief facts of the case are that the DDGMP, I

AHj, New DqIhi vide order dated 12»10*1998 punished the

applicant after nine years with penalty of Rs. 3525/-

Censure on the following chargesi

i) Loss caused to the State by discrq>ency of
50 MT Hay.

ii) Failute to properly maintain the stack & Silo
Register.

iii) N^ligaice for loss of stack & Silo Register.

2.1 The officer Incharge Military Farm, Bangalore had

posted the applicant as Ten5>, Incharge Stackyard Section for

2h months w.e.f, 18.8.1990 to 7.11.1990 P t. Ihchaxge

Shri Gaurishankar Mdita admitted in hospital who all the

hay being already received# weighed# stacked and thatched in

intact stacks was responsible for contants/guantities und^

Military Farms standing orders. The applicant neither purchased j

nor sold any hay but only issued to local cattle yard^units

as per their denaniystore issue orders passed/signed by j

QIC and charged in issue Register# Hay issued during 18.8.1990

to 8.11.1990 was 360855 kgs. passed by QIC. Ohe applicant

handed over the charge correctly on 8.11.1990 to the Supervisor

airi Harminder Singh Grewal who satisfied with all the books

posted prc^erly upto date and renaining hay balances. There

found no shortage of hay nor any loss caused to the State. In

case of any shortage or discrepancy or mathematical mistake

it must h .ve affected the physical correct balances of hay

and reflected in the Handing/Taking over certificate# ODB

and FSR#i Svai the procedure had to be followed.

2.2 Evsi the -(Editors did not find any mathematical mistake [

in any book nor detected such discr^ancy of ec«cts 50 MTs of

hay. Evai the officer Ihcharge had never measure^<30unted any ,

stack^bales nor issued any letter to the applicant for ̂ ort-

ag^discr^ancy of hay or imprcpei/incomplete of any book.

2.3 The O.I.C. of Bangalore# after the applicant handed

over charge cxjrr ecrtly# had postedhira out ojS tanporary duties
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to Military Farm Toranagailu and Military Farm agram w.e.f• {

11*11*1990 to 17 .6 .1992 vide tiKDvemeat order d=ted 5 .11.1990 • f

The applicant thus did not work at Bangalore w,e.f •

11.11.1990 to 17-6-1992 nor said Shri H.S.Gr^al had givai

any stack & Silo Register in the custody of the main office to

the applicant.(-fe^apttthere was raid at Military Farm

Bangalore on 25.9.1990 for corruption by OIC. After the

police arrested Incharge Dairy, the OIC to save himself from

CBI Check of unaccounted, short, unfit baled hay 70838 kgs.

r^ected by Supply D^ot, Willing ton vide order dated 4.8.1990

and fed to the farm animals, had put irrelevant remark back

dated 18.9.1990 for intact stack, stacked by Sh. Gauridiankar

on page 66 of stack & Silo Register in the custody of main

office stating as discr^ancy of 50 of hay due to over

issue to cattle yards and incomplete books th^t to be

reconciled on the completion of books vhich the QIC, MF,

Bangalore . Thus all the ch^^rges levelled against the applicant

are false and malacious.

3. Since this is an old matter pertaining to tiie year

20 00 and none is pre§:ent on behalf of the applicant, we

propose to dispose of the 0.A, by invoking the provisions of

Rule 15 of CAT (p rocedure) Rules, 1987. We have heard the

learned counsel for the respondents.

4. Learned counsel for the respondoits argued that

after haying proved the charges levelled against the applicant

he was in^osed with a minor peialty of ca^saJRE and a sum of

Rs. 3525/- being 5% of the amount of loss caused to the

State due to negligoace has also been awarded to be recovered

from him. The aforesaid penalty was imposed on the applicant

vide order dated 12.10.1998,

5. After hearing the learned counsel for the rei^ondants ?

and perusing the record, it reveals that the applicant was

chargesheeted on 5.11.1996 against whicdi he submitted his

r^resaitation on 27.11.1996. The said r^resantation of the

^plicant was considered by the competent authority
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Who passed the impugned order dented 12.10.1998 imposing
the minor p^ialty of caJSURE on the applicant ahd a^-sura

of Rs. 3525/- being 5S6 of the amount of loss caused to the

State due to negligmce had also been ordered to be recovered

from the applicant. We find that b:eforq.„in?)Osing the above

minor paialty, the applicant was given opportunity to defaad

his case. The applicant had filed his r^resaitation against

the charge v^ich was considered by the competait authority.

We also find that the inpugned order is a reasoned order.

6. 3h view of the above, we find liiatrthe^.O.A. is without

merit anddeserves to be dismissed. Accordingly, the same is

dianissed. No costs.

(jyiadan Mohan)
Member (J)

.Singh)
Vice Chairman
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