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CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIUE TRIBUNAL PRINCIPAL BENCH
ol Wo's2285/ 99+

New Delhi: this the |~ day of Ramust;20001

HON'BLE MR ;S3R¥ADIGE, V ICE CHAIRMAN(A) .
HDN‘BLE MRGKULDIP SINGH,MEMEER (3)

o“b.@cautamﬂ
s/o shri Badri prasad Gautam"

R/o 324287 Kasturba Nagar,
New DelhiZ3 Feles s Applicant

2. Shri F\JK**Shax:ma”4
s/o Satya Dev sharmaﬂ

R/o LPF43=CT Pri tampu ra’y
near Gopal Mandiry

TN Towar,,
New Dol hifl
-
38 shri STCTTup &
s/o shiChangdeo TUpB"’
R/o A=299; Sector 55
New Vijaynagary
Ghaz iabad(Up)

(A1l working as J5E7% (E)

under Respondent No¥?3) VeodliApplicants,|

(By Adwcate: shri T3CFAgarual),

Union of In d'i"a
through

13 The Director General
AIRmAkashvani Bhavan'"*
Parliament Street‘"

New Delhisty

23 The Chief Engineery -
Civil Construction Uing,
(0767 of AIR. 'K

PTI Building=2nd Floor?
Parliament Stres ty

New Delhi=1,

3¢ The Superintending Surveyor of Works(E);
Civil Construction wing (AIR)}

6th Floory Loknayak Bhawany

New Delhiy FodevRe sponde nte;

(By ;\dvo cate: Shri HyK,;Gangwani)
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Applicantsimpugn the charge memo dated

12%5’397'_,(Annlexure-A3) and respondents? letter
da ted .12%53197 (Annéxﬁfe-';AZ) communicating the
article of charge¥ praying that they bs quashed

and set asider;? with costs?

V&l Applicants are being proceeded against
departmentally under Rule 14 CCS(CCRA) Rules on the
charge of failing to exercie® proper sn.zperv‘isioh
which resulted in tle purchase of substantial and
spurious electrical materials valued at R202,05 lakhs
during the period 1988=89 and 198 % B

35 We have heard both side &

4 On behalf of applicentsy it has been urged
that the éharge shee £ is vague and highly belatedy
and applicants who Were merely J7Es at that time

were not responsible for quality verificationt It

is asserted that the Oisciplinary Authority by his
order dated 530799 (Annexure-A1) had himself

ordersed that the enquiry be deferred in view of the
Ioijg @lay that had occurred in th® conducting of th‘e~
of the disciplinary proceedingsy Reliance in this
connectioﬁ nas besn placed as an order of CAT Chandigarh
Bench dated 535599 in OA Noi872/pB8/% BMMittal Vs UDI
& Ors as well as on the Hon'ble Supreme Court~}s
ruling in State of U.p. Vsd ViNiRadhekrishnan 1998 scc
(Lé;s)mw; & state of M.p, Vsl Bani singh (1991)16

ATC 5145 |

EK Respondents 'Urge that the disciplinary p ro ceedings
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should not be interfered uith at this stagey

68 = 'Wwe note from respondents reply that the

9019 A
delay in ot ahead uith the Disciplinmary procesdings
is not unexplainedi It has been averred that aue to
involvement of other segnior officers it had initially
been-propo sed for combimed proceedings, but later
a decision was taken that the case would be heard
as simul taneous but seperate proceedings to enable

the defaulter to be better able to defend themsel ves,

74 A perusal of the charge sheet reveals that
the charges against applicaents are serious in na ture.|
In somewhat similar circumstancesy the Hon'ble
Supreme Court in S8cretary to GJVtE?, Prohibition &
Excise Deptts Vs Lisrinivasan 3T 1996(3) sC 202
observed that collection of matserial to support the
charge sheset in cases involving corrip tion required
time and their Lordships came doun heavily on the

2

Tribunal for quashing the chargeshee t emdyy on grounds

of delayd

83 In so far as the charges themselves are
concerned; applicants will get full opportunity as
provided under rules and instructions to challenge
the same on g rounds of vagueness, or any other
grounds, during the course of the disciplinafy
proceedings and to defend their conduct im regard

to the purchasesy

93 Under the circumstance, the impugned charge -

sheet warrants no judicial interferencs at this stage
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and the OA is dismissedi No costs?
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