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CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL 
KOLKATA BENCH, KOLKATA

1/r
ttate at&>' OJL'wqNo. O.A. 350/01636/2018

Hon’ble Ms. Bidisha Banerjee, Judicial Member 
Hon’ble Dr. Nandita Chatterjee, Administrative Member

Present

Shri Om Prakash Rawat,
Son of Late Bishwa Ram Rawat,
Aged about 57 years,
Residing at 73, East B. Park, Ishapur Estate,
Post Office - ichapur-Nawabganj,
District - 24-Parganas (North),
Pin - 743 1,44_
Andwort-ing tp'the. post'pf Additional,General 

in Rifle Facto^yfl^iapore.
.-x ipbst Office - Ishapore Nawabg|n]',

^ V District-^QiJI^Je-Parganas 
Pin 7-43 i'4'4. | '
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B ...,Servi0itt#6ijgti';th^Secretarx?
'ftf' Ministfy dfiOefenGf {Bgfencfand Production), j 
"i^.^Gove'fnment^f ifedik, Sdtito'Block

.2. t^Ghlirman-OumWtop
. ^qrdrt^fildtorr&ajd^^

"Having his office at 10Af 
'SStiaheed Khudiram Bo'&e^Road,V-‘ i 

Rbtkata - 700 00t^-"' /
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3. The-Senior General Manager / 
. OrdnahceTactory, ^

Kalpi .Road, Kanpur,.
H/Jttar Pradesh,

Pih'-208-009. -

N.
.y jf.
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4. The General Manager 
Ordnance Factory, 
Kalpi Road, Kanpur, 
Uttar Pradesh,
Pin-208 009.

r.

5. The Additional General Manager, 
(Administration) Ordnance Factory, 
Kalpi Road, Kanpur,
Uttar Pradesh,
Pin-208 009.

6. The Deputy General Manager
\

:-Cw.
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(Administration) Ordnance Factory 
Kalpi Road, Kanpur,
Uttar Pradesh,
Pin-208 009.

7. The Secretary,
Ordnance Factory Board, 
Having his office at 10A, 
Shaheed Khudiram Bose Road, 
Kolkata - 700 001.

8. Mrs. Urmila Yadav,
Personnel No. 305404 
Working as PA to Principal Medical Officer 
PMO/Incharge, Ordnance Factory Hospital 
Armapur Estate,

V %9r Mr. Rajneesh Kumar 
Cj- Joint G^fi^agager/AdmTni^tion,\ 

li^^^lnanc^F^ories, . % \
^Ordnance Cable Factoryk 1 

fehahdigarh^Pih 160 002.%,
? i/^^“.^.R^^ondents?f

s

1

“t j %

\ ’U
7-■V>

%A
'•'3.I 1 •r* II;

5 J
m
i s o u n s e k
« ^Mf^MSity^Gounsel

?7rn

a***For the Applicant r■ If ft

I
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Per Dr/i-Nandita^Chattene^Administrative Merribef:

■i-f •i

VfrsW

I\ lt. \
% \X / f V v*'N "/> • -v vX" / /

The ^appircant ^has approached the...Tribunal 1n^ the"' instant Original
\ r-% ■ \ '/ /

Application praying fS'Mhe follbwing'relief ■

‘Yaj To quash and?&r^seL .. aside^the^ impugned complaint dated 
15.04.2013 made 'by .Mrs. Urmila Yadzw. the^ihen Personal Assistant 
against the applicant in respect of ustng slang and unparliamentary 

■ languages which is not a complaint of sexual harassment being Annexure 
A-3 of this original application.

r £

• {b) To quash and/or set aside the impugned Enquiry Report dated 
30.07.2014 submitted by Women Sexual Harassment Committee/OFC 
being Annexure A-16 of this original application.

(c) To quash and/or set aside the impugned penalty order of 
punishment dated 25th September, 2018 which was imposed against the 
applicant by the Under-Secretary, Government of India, Ministry of 
Defence, Department of Defence Production by which they have imposed 
of penalty of Reduction of pay by two stages for a period of one year with 
further directions that he will earn increments of pay during the period of 
such reduction and the reduction will not have effect of postponing the
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future increments of his pay, on the applicant which has been imposed 
without any due process of (aw and the aforesaid penalty order has been 
sent to the applicant vide office order dated 06.10.2018 and your applicant 
has received the same on OS. 10.201 e being Annoxure A-26 of this original 
application.

(d) To declare that the entire proceeding which has been initiated by the 
concerned department on the basis of the baseless complaint made by the 
private respondent against the applicant by applying the statutory act of 
the Sexual Harassment of Women at Workplace' (Prevention, Prohibition 
and Redressal) Act, 2013 is bad in law and illegal as because the said Act 
came into force with effect from 22.04.2013 as per Gazette Notification 
dated 22.04.2013 and before enactment of said Act in the Official Gazette, 
the said complaint was made by Mrs. Urmila Yadav on 15.04.2013 and the 
said Act is not applicable in the present applicant’s case is concerned and 
on that ground alone the entire ^joceeding which was conducted on the 
basis of the said complaint^rnay^be Tiable to^quashed-and/or set aside and 
the applicant should be exonerated in respectpf^all charges.

xv' '"A-v vTo.quasjpan appropriate^Pe^recting the respondent authority to 
withdraw^^impugned^^^S^^werW^nishment Sated 2$tff^September1 
2018 which was inw0eS^a^inst me afifmhnt by the JJWer^Secretaiy, 
Government of hM^Mimsfi^y %ofi DefenS^&epartment^of /Defence 
Prodifbtion beingmnQexhre%-26 bf£thisoriginawbplication.1and tcfygive all 

iconsecfiential bMefr^to^e\relemawlicaf^ a®a/$o fo imp$sebost at 
/eajfofc 2,00, u^/^Ruo^^^^^j^^painsPlli^private resfiondint for 

I makirlg basele^mCompiai^^^^MM^^npplicajM only to 03mage the 
I serytce careers the^ppii^f^mS^s^done nomwrong on*fys part for 
j advising the primt^fes^offS^^^^n^o^p^timeiy and to maintam the 
I duties in office hwrSil^not^aDsMmQ\^bitualiv.W £ f
) t's %.///! \ I

2. \ Imaddition, the appliant has sought interim relief as follows:- •“

^ To staVlofo^ratidTI^^bAtPP^^djde^t^order of punishment 
dated 25f^Sepl@mB&fy$2018 which was imfSs&offiaipsfathe apqflcant by 
the Unuei/Sbcretaryg Government of Inc^jaV Minj$t$ of /Defence, 
Department %f JDpferrce-HQroduction being^AnnexurrhA-26 of tfiis original 
appiicationSn any manner^whatsoevef till the disposal offihis original 
application; r?'f>nf f “t'^ ° S j/

b) Restraining tlTe^nespondents from^giving an^gmect and/or further 
effect to the impQgned pen^tf'rorder'^f’Jpunishmerftdated 25th September, 

.. 2018 which was imp%sed^gaJnsHh^applicant by the Undersecretary,
■ Government of India, Ministry of Defence, Department of Defence 

Production being Annexure A~26 of this original application in any manner 
whatsoever till the disposal of this original application;’'

(e)

f

l\

This matter is taken up for issue of orders with respect to the interim relief3,

as prayed for by the applicant.!■

Heard both Id. Counsel, examined documents on record and short reply4.

furnished by respondents in compliance to directions of the Tribunal.

5. The applicant’s case, in brief, is as follows:-
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That, while the applicant was -serving as Additional General Manager/QC

in the Indian Ordinance Factory, Kalpi Road, Kanpur, a lady PA was attached to 

him. That, the said PA, who is the private respondent No. 8 in the instant tetagiHsM

Application, was a habitual late comer and, accordingly, the applicant had 

recommended disciplinary action against her as despite several requests, the 

private respondent No. 8 failed to attend office on time. That, at the request of 

the applicant, the said respondent No. 8 was relieved as his PA on 22.4.2013

and a replacement PA was posted with the applicant.
• 'v.

That on 15.4.2013, th^satd rfesfrondefif No. 8^made, baseless complaints
\ X ij »• V ^ -■■sf T*-. »»

■ ^ "r ? v... * j,

against the applicah'Lahd^ttiere was no reference tc/s.^eual harassment in the
0“' .... ' .©■ \

said complaint.^gvertheless.Jbe^r^ponaenra'ia.thorities treated the complaint of
v ^ s * ■* ^ ' s* \

ferred itj^a committee 

he Allahabacl Bench of
I,

which, ^bcordihg to
iSn***' t

respondent “'No,, 8 as tha^^sexiaaPharassment an
f**' K. \\\i f r ^

notified for* tills purposjf The^ap^licamiter^a^^ove&i

the Tribunal11 auestiQnma^the>cor^Miool6ffithe^cornrnittge
r** m

him was composed el®f§ly with^TOjeenappsrTbghimarrafalso on account df thesi? ... %'y/nZl
fact' that although th§i^ompliant/was\l(5dg&jv oraFl5.4.2013, Athd Sfexual

V -l J* f I' '' 4'I
Harassment of Womej^t Workplace XPreyentipm Prohibition and Redressal)

i

S*SAct, 20^3 camevrfnta effi^bote2.4.2013- and, henc^lTe^wlicafet couldjfot have

fallen within the\pur4iew of the said Act. The AildlnabadAehqh of thC Tribunal 
V .. ^ /

/0

disposed of the matter by directing as follows:-

“ Taking intoiaccountlfie-submission made by the applicant as well as^he provisions of the Rule 3C 
Clause 25A, we are convinced thaflRe’committee^which'h'lisbeen askecMo enquire against the applicant in 
relation to the complaint ofSmti-.Urmila Yadav is not the consisten'fwith relevant Rules applicable on the 
subject. Therefore, the respondent fto^hsrdirected-thaTafiy'enquiry to be conducted against the applicant 

. 'should be undertaken by the committee by the committee which is constituted in accordance with Rule 2C 
Clause 25A. Respondents may take action accordingly

Further in response to a Review Application filed by the respondent

r*
jt.v

authorities, the Tribunal directed as follows:-

Taking all these facts into account, we feel that the committee constituted by the respondents in 
accordance with the provisions of the Act, Rules and guidelines. Therefore, there is no reason why the 
applicant should not participated in the inquiry to be conducted by the duly constituted committee. 
Accordingly we do not find any merit in the OA. Hence dismissed. No costs.'1

The applicant thereafter participated in the inquiry despite the fact that the

supporting relied upon documents were not furnished to him. He was .denied of

LX
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l his rights to natural justice, access to documents as well as scope of cross- 

examination and, that, on receipt of the inquiry report communicated to him on 

29.6.2016, replied against the same but to no effect, as the penalty of 

“‘Reduction of pay by two stages for a period of one year with further directions 

that he will earn increments of pay during the period of such reduction and the 

reduction will not have effect of postponing the future increments of his pay” was

imposed on him.

Hence, being aggrieved,Jhe-applicdntiias^approached the Tribunal in the

dr stay of operation of 

sljihpugnhd, and for not

jaiiebm

nfefiment dated 25.9.2018,

instant O.A. and, in •>
S'

the penalty order dj 

giving anyafUrth^Bfeffect to thej*Sc!&
/ f ^

The rrfetter for a 
Administrati^Tribunaj^

ftiether SeQjjog 24of the
\\ t**8 \

Mnt the interU? r^ief, as

6. iicati'

t the interAetata o g

prayed forypy the apm&ai .r:
■■

^nar7W®ority is examjneefland,(i)« -At the ou® e

V% le teetetajs^^raMd as underM*
I I \ \ TY *****

• %n particularOTeprea

^‘WHEREAS disciplinapLProceegq&eynitiffled s^ainsff^^O. RRawat, AGM/OFC (now $GM/RFI 

Based on the^omp'teinf^^^^l 5.04.2QT3nnfe~iy Ms.
h&ssmentifesj^jgtitufe^Offkanpur. The Committee irefflredjplMme^gatitjns and cdFicluded that 
the%legatio^fi^,)aiai harasSt^t is established by virtue of evrctetires omr^orl. / Jr

%2. \ANDWHEREASthe

(the then PA tdfthe CO), 
at Committeejon sexual

V
____  _____petenUBisdpFiary Authority in M^has

the Inqu^VjiRepo^fasJorwarde^Ja-Sji'ri Rawa 
Rawat has'sdirroMdli&repfresenteioh^bainst

. aprepted the Inquify 
r his d^ence submission on 

quiry Re^rt on 09.12.2016.
Report arf&ia copy^ 
13.06.2016 Ifebri O.P.

x"X x xx^1 u. X X X

ll3-i^Uh|eBtSgjftiat"Pfarassment of Women at Workplace 

(Prevention, Prohibition and Redressai) Act, 2013, which reads as follows:-

(ii) Next, we refer to

"“Where the Internal Committee or the Local Committee, as the case may be, arrives at the conclusion that 
the allegation against the respondent has been proved, it shall recommend to the employer or the District 
Officer, as the case may be-

To take action for sexual harassment as a misconduct in accordance with the provisions 
of the service rules applicable to the respondent or where no such service rules have 
been made, in such manner as may be prescribed;
To deduct, notwithstanding anything in the service rules applicable to the respondent from 
the salary or wages of the respondent such sum as it may consider appropriate to be paid 
to aggrieved woman or to her legal heirs, as it may determine in accordance with the 
provisions of Section 15"

(0

(ii)
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Accordingly, the employer can only take cognizance of the misconduct with
/

respect to an employee alleged to have committed sexual harassment if the 

internal committee or the local committee, as the case may be, arrives at the

conclusion that the allegation against the allegedly delinquent employee has

been proved and that a specific recommendation is made to the employer to take

action for sexual harassment as a misconduct in accordance with the provisions

of service rules as applicable.

Herein, the disciplinary authority has proceeded against the applicant 

under CCS (CCA) Rules, 1965|ahd|it^not|lisputed that'the said. " ^r/t x
apply to the applicant,

V Trr1r '' \
The enqfe*report dJte^30.7.2014

has been produced befqjjpcfo. by^he^r|soonc^t^^^ties. It is#^een^iat the

Internal Cor^laints ^mmittee^wasicomposed^with^he following temns of

reference. r Is

service rules

%

I

1 ^ m
ML

“Terms of Referencier-

io***-

>5 ^ i
jt / i f x % X i'T*

1,. To inquire ^nto the^ stateme[nts< of irnputati^T of Smt. Ulrmlla Yadav 
f XA/Establishmentagainst^Srijb.B. Rawat, Additional General bAana^erJQO*

> find out the circurostances/cause^of the^casjr J
.̂ 15f reversion and other threat^ by Sri 
aSager/QC^ tS^Smt. UrmilaJf Yadav,

parlia^r^ar^iangtrag^used Sri O.P

^ K Ur^||a yadav

i

3. To inquirerinto,the^tafements ofiimptitatlonl 
O.P. >awat, Additiora^g^lIPWIafla 
PA/EMablish^ht^

-.4. Tofinquire in^vthe^obscene and un parlia 
, Rawat, i^d'ditionSllfpeneral Manager/QC ii

I

\
Manager/QC in

\ /\ PA/Establisfiment; ^
5. "Any other significant poinrirfnhe’-m'aTter that surfaced during ttpl' inquiry but in 

view of tfi'e^ommitte‘e,Jdoes-nbt cover.in the Terms ofjjeferenc^f
6. Pointing oufTemedial rneasure's;;so as tb^prevent reourrencefbf such incidents.”

\v'

iv

'b.

The conclusions df^the. Internal Complaints^©^iimittee on the terms of

,1 reference are reproduced below in verbatim:-

Confidential
Inquiry Report

* r-
No. WSHCC/OHA/95/2014 
Dated : 30-07-2014

Xxxx xxxxxxxxxxxxxxx
To inquire into the statements of imputation of Smt. Urmila Yadav 
P A/Establishment 
General Manager/QC.

During the inquiry Smt. Urmila Yadav stated that after having talked to 
anybody in the office or received any phone call, he used to abuse and resorted

1.
AdditionalRawat,O.P.against Sri

X'
.■

Li
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r to obscene language to the visitor when he was gone or the caller when call was 
over. She specifically stated the obscene words used by him which, not to 
mention before a woman, would have been highly objectionable even before any 
man and it really amounts contrary to the Office dignity.

Shri OP Rawat turned a deaf ear on Smt. Urmila Yadav's request to 
refrain from such unparliamentary words and after using abusive words, he used 
to observe her expression so as to show his reaction. Smt. Urmila Yadav’s 
request to resist using abusive word seems to have aroused the ego of Sri OP 
Rawat and he started showing her limits of PA, saying that you are a PA, better 
live in limits of a PA. You don't know that I am an AGM and liason Officer of 
SC/ST too.

Sri OP Rawat stated that I have spoken nothing. None has complained 
against being abused by him. Urmila Yadav is not a leader that she is 
complaining on others being abused. In case any such complaint regarding mine 
abusing to a third party is received during the presence of Smt. Urmila yadav in 
my office, please let me know about it.

It appears trom'^thej sfetenfentsT of^SfL-OP Rawat that his abusing to 
anyone is not^t^ll^alilsdnous^Busine^s. fglis Jiatetnent iS^Smt. Urmila Yadav a 
leader that sj^is^complaining on abusing'ofhej^lprpve tfiat he is habitual of 
using abiiHly^ words during or after discourse inifflce^lt is^also proved that 
despite/he^has directly^dt^aafg'Sjs^d, her with abtjj|ive words, he has no 
hesitatfsh using obseffce iwords for': ofrrer? jn her presence Sq far as my 
complaint of the party irrthis* regard isVdrfesrned, Smt. Urmila Yadav herself 

rhas. stated tha^iftef^the^hooe caller depaiture^f the visitor be. used.to abuse 
/him/her. Obviously, Hbw San la man kriow/and Ijpge complain ofcbeihg abused 
‘ when phone*cairisxover ands,gf^he/she' has departedifrom his office, .

Urmila his office, ^ufd hea|$ri OP
Ravratabusing other^Ht does notiseem3P^™lilrfrijla''Yaday would have asked •fiim'to resist from 
usingfloBscene words KfethS^was po^haffBfrpiSrliaBitnShe, beih^’ailfdy, bore such habits of Srii Rawat 
for a period of.6 months%^ /'/# | V\ . M ' y;' P

f %ion'ble Supreme%budtfin its/rdeSdated 20.11999 iri'»Apptrel Export PromotionJCbuncil^s. A.K. 
Chbpra^has instructed, "A cc@|ict wdfch isfagaftist mpral'lancj^^^nd which did not wi^ftaTid t|e test of 

•decency and modest^and^.whidh^i^ected^unwelcome sexua!fa^anpes.3tSych an action on the part of the 
respondents would*besquarety-covef,ea®^the?tehTinsexuaniarassment.’' i‘

/ _ v /
Thus, it:i§ apparent that^using abusive language in her presence .arid, loo'king at her expression 

while, using,’’cufrightly showvthat he not only mentally harassepftSmt. Urmil^YbdaO but alsib his acts fall 
under-the category of sexual harassment. • / /

' _ t -■ ■ y

2. To find oiiMhe circumstances/causes of the case. ‘ rA'

c

Working'together’with a lady PA, how much distance-should be<rmaintained, what types of 
statements should be given, which'acts-violateJjie.dignity,and decency^ofconduct; these decorum seem 
lacking in the attitude of Shfi'G.P. Rawat. On inquiring the leave detaiFof Smt. Urmila Yadav, it is found that 

..during her posting to Sri O.P. Rayvat/sheshadiavailed.;Q6t'Gl:'>r4/’ CCL, 3 EL, 27 CML and all Of these are
• pre-sanctioned. Smt. Urmila Yadav would have taken those leaves due to indecent conduct of Shri O.P. 

Rawat. However, the leaves are taken as per the prescribed rules. There is no proof of complaint available 
against Smt. Urmila Yadav by the officers under whom she has worked so far. When the Chairperson of the 
Committee verbally gathered die information from the officers under whom Smt. Urmila Yadav had worked,

• it was found that they had never complained whatsoever against Smt. Urmila Yadav, Her performance 
under their tenure was very good. Therefore, insensitive and indecent attitude of Sri OP Rawat seem to be 
the cause of the situation.

3. To inquire into the statement of imputation of reversion and other threats by Sri OP Rawat, 
Additional General Manager/QC to Smt. Urmila Yadav, PA/Establishment

It may be that Smt. Urmila Yadav was on probation and Sri Rawat, being displeased, would have 
' threatened to revert her. The prejudiced view of Sri OP Rawat against Smt. Urmila Yadav is apparent 
through his letter dated 06.5.2013 addressed to Sr. GM. In the said letter Sri Rawat has mentioned the 
unauthorized access to computer and has named Smt. Urmila Yadav, as a slip of Rs. 10,000/* addressed to 
in favour of Javed Ahmad Pakhtoon, at Srinagar branch, was found on the scanner of his computer. 
According to Sri OP Rawat, Smt. Urmila alone knew the password of his computer and was found using



r
8 O.A. 1636.2018

internet on the computer on some occasions and she was also orally warned against that. Sri OP Rawat 
apprehended that some objectionable material might have been loaded on his computer and that should be 
investigated.

Later on, Sri Subhash Chandra, Works Manager/QC, informed through his letter dated 7,5.2013 
that he had used the computer or Sri OP Rawat for the aoove purpose.

That above fact shows that despite Smt. Urmila Yadav being transferred from the factory, Sri OP 
Rawat involved her name in one complaint or the other. It is noteworthy that Smt. Urmila Yadav was 
transferred from Sri OP Rawat to PMO, In charge/OHA on 22.4.2013 ad he had complained 'Unauthorized 
access to computer" against her through his letter dated 6.5.2013. All these show that Sri OP Rawat had 
malicious attitude toward Smt. Urmila Yadav.

/

Sri OP Rawat ad written several letters to administration seeking disciplinary action against her for 
taking leave qd- health grounds and unauthorized leaves. Sri OP Rawat has not submitted any proof 
regarding her unauthorized leave taking, arriving late to the office or her performance being inefficient. It
appears that the complaint of Smt. Urmila Yadavvregarding Sri OP Rawat’s threatening to revert her, is true.

4. To Inquire intq4he obscene‘^ndLun parliamentary language used by Sri O.P. Rawat, 
Additional GeneralMan"ager/QG,in|pfese|c^|S^..^r^^adav,P^Establishment

It appears^fror^tf^latements of Sri OP Rawat,"^^ thi

anyone isYiot at alj^qriotjsbusiness. His statement is Smt. Urmila YaWaJeader th^she is complaining 
on his.ab6sing,toothefS. proves that h^js^lffiSli^ipsing^abusive wordsdfnh|orafter%scourse in office. 
Although he nadSot directly addre^^lii|with^busiye^w^s^,rie has no hesitationjBin^bscene words 
fordtherc in helfpresence. ^ 1 ^

!

Ip!’

LjIVJ13 i! iced during the inquu^utrin %ew of the

3id
't^roffi^tofgWt^Kaia'flliarma/Exarniner again& Sri OP 

».^£ySIIfj|hi^gshasftGQmplaine|&gainst Sri Q^wat.-firhich is

sw:

jfeJDuring the pftrceedingfahothe 
Rawat/fGM, was recewecbtoslhetOommife

| undP™eeding-
I I;¥ Sd/
1 Siifcibli%ashishtha 
’j^Mlhib#
%

aha Raniwanjita Rashmi 
r Chairperson |Sd/-

11
Pomting%t reme^hpasures, as to prevent recfmpjpof su^^tclaphts. $

^ The 'lijghef aijthoritieso^ffi ...............
Imparting^education regarding this is ve^Ssentials3>^^r

1/ - I'have^e^ytew^ngl^^^

(Surabhi Vashishtha) -agreedwith the report

(Hari Shankar)
JWM/Standard Cell

6%
1

icials should havejdecfnt attitud^towards the s^ under them.
-3*

y
.Sd^0.7.2014

(Ranjita Rashmi) 
DGM/AdminJWM/FTI

Member Member

Member

Sd/ 30.7.2014 
(Dr. Sudha Rani)

Specialist Medical Officer
Chairperson/Women Sexual Harassment Complain Committee,"

r.

It is seen that no conclusion has been arrived at by the Internal Complaint

Committee specifically asserting that the applicant was guilty of misconduct and

further, no recommendations have been made under Rule 13(3)(i) of the Sexual
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Harassment of Women at Workplace (Prevention, Prohibition and Redressal) 

Act, 2013. Without such recommendations, the employer is not authorised to 

take up the matter of alleged misconduct of the employee and to proceed against

the delinquent employee under the said service rules.

Accordingly, we find that the balance of convenience lies in favour of the 

applicant and, accordingly, we deem it fit to stay the operation of the penalty 

order of punishment dated 25.9.2018 as impugned and to direct the respondent 

authorities not to give any further effect on the same till the next date of listing, 

respondent authoriti^^1|h

modification/vacatiol^pranfe interim relief granted heFeih.l>

WiWthe^Sfnections, tto 

List tltfe^atter onjpn>01

7.

9
'•-*1

foritThe iniei a

Melief is disboseclofkferWinf

8. •«*****
«c 1lI

S-r- . .jjf V ' ■

JmBidisha BalQqee) | 

W Judicial Meftitoee I

-i-—I »-

(Dr. r§Ja mjit&iCh a tte rjee 

Administrative Member

f-


