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CENTRAL AOMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL PRINCIPAL BEINCH
0,n.No,295/99 e

New Delhis this the /6~ day of Marchy 1999,

HON *BL E MR Se Re ADIGE, VICE CHAIRIAN (A).

HON *SLE MR, TeN¢BHAT , MEMBER(D)

Kunar Nityanand ,
s/o shri Shitala prasad Tiuari,

t/o shashi Kant Chaube,

Rlo /11, Tisara Pusta, onia Whar,

Del hi . K eeses fpplicant,
( plicant in person).

UVarsus

1. Union of. Indla thmugh

The Sacretary, ‘\
Iv?e;:aartmen’c. of agriculture and OJOperatlon, ‘
inistpy of qgriculture,

NPU Delhlo

2. Joint Secretary,
Machinery 0ivision,
ODepartment of _nag rlculture and Ohoperationy

Ministry of Aqriculture,
New Delhiy

3. Director, Central Fam Machinery Training and
Testing Institute, Budni Madhya P radash,

4, Secretary, Department of Healthy :
Ministry of Health and Fanily (el fareg, .-
GOVt. of Indla’ .
NeU Dalhi . ‘ s e RBSpOHdthS.

(BY adwcate: Shri N,S,Mehta)

_ORDER

HON 'BLE MR. S, R, ADIGE, VICE CHAIRM AN ().

pp;alicant impugns: respondents' ordsr dated
15,5,98 placing him under suspension and fixing his
Headquarters as Bud.ni(.nnnexurre-m 2); Memo ran dum
dated 27.7.98 p roposing to hold. a departmental
enquity against him under Rule 14 CCs(CCA) RULES, 1965
(Anexure-p14) and 0ffice Order dated 18. 8.98 (ann, a=26)

statmg that he ceased to be Wigilance Df‘f‘icer of
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CFT’IT &T Instltute, Sudni,
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2. We have heard applicant who arqued in PBrson
- and respondents' counsel Shri N‘.S.Nehta on the
‘preliminary objection reised by respondents that
Principal Bench has no jurisdiction in the matter and
the cause of actionarose in Budni, MP State which
is outside the t,‘efri'to rial jurisdiction of Prinigal

Bench, New Delhi,

: .3.. : A pe;ruéal of the contents .of‘ the 0a reveals
that the depa'rtménfal pm“ceedings are .at an inivtial
stage, whereg the statement of imputations of
misconduct has been 4'cnmmunicat>ed to the éppliCant,
who was called upon to fumish his written statement
as to whether he agnits or denies the article of

charges, In WI Vs. Upendra Singh-1994 (27) ATC 200,
the tbn'ble Supreme Oourt has held that

"In the case of charges fremed in a disciplinary
inquiry theTribunal or Gourt can interfere

only if on the charges framed (resad with
imputation or particulars of the charges, if
any) no misconduct or other irreqularity alleged
can be said to have been made out or the charges
framed are contrary to any law, at this stage,
the Tribunal has no jursidiction to go into

the correctness or truth of the charges, The
TFBinak¥! cannot taks over tha functions of
the Disciplinary authority. The truth or
otheruise of the charges is a mattar for the
disciplinary authority to go intoe™

4, A perusal of charges framed makes it clearp
that serious irregularities have been alleged and it
cannot be said that any the t;:ha,rges framed is contrary . to
Claud
Se In the fest_.llt, evan uithout;convsid‘a:ing.it
neceésary tb rule on the pféiiminary objection of
jurisdiction- raised by _S-hri Mehta, this 0p is dismissed
inglimineg at this s"tag‘e._; o ,
27/%»// | ﬁ/f’ﬂ‘%_
( T.NTBHaT) - ( S.R.aDIGE )
MEMBER(3) | _ VICE CHAIRIMN (p).




