
V
central ACMINISTRATIl/E tribunal principal bench

0. A.No. 295/99
'  /h

N eu Delhi: this the day of flarch, 1999,

RON 'OLE M R. S. R. AOIGE, \I1CZ CHaIFTIaNCa).

HON • 3L E M R» T.N .-BHa T , fl ET'I B

Kumar Nityanand ,
s/o Shri Shitala Prasad Tiuari,

C/o Shashi Kant Chauba,
^o C/ll, Tisara pusta, Ssnia Vihar,
Delhi , Applicant,

(  ji^plicant in person),

l/ersus

1. Union of, India through

The Se c re ta ly, \
D^artment of Agriculture and Osoperation,
■Ministry of Agriculture#

N eu Delhi,

2. Doint Secretary,
flachinery Di vision,
Department of Ag riculture and Oooperation,.
ninistry of AQriculture,
N eu Del hi'J

3,' Director, Central Farm Machinery Training ^d
Testing Institute, Budni Madhya Pradesh,

4, Secretary, Department of Health,
Ministry of Health and Fanily Uelfare,
Go v/t, o f In dia,
N eu Delhi Respon dents.

(By Advocate: Shri N.S.Mehta)
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HON '3LE M R, S. R, ADIGE, l/ICE CHSIRM aNCaK
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Applicant imp ugns\ respon daa ts ' order dated

15,5,98 placing him under suspension and fixing his
Headquarters as Budn i ( Ann exu r&-A1 2); Msnorandum

dated 27,7,98 proposing to hold a departmaatal

enquiry against him under Rule 14 CCs(CCa) RULES, 1955

( Annex Ur^ A1 4) and Office Order dated 18,8,98 (Ann,A-25)
stating that he ceased to be Vigilance Officer of

CFT1T &T Institute, Budni,
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2. Us have heard applicant uho argued in p^son

and respondents' counsel Shri N.S.PIehta on the

preliminary objection raised by respondents that

Principal Bench has no jurisdiction- in the matter and

the cause of action arose in Bucini, np State uhich

is outside the territorial jurisdiction of Prinicpal

Bench, N eu Delhi,

3. A perusal of the contents of the Oa rev/eels

that the d^artmental proceedings are.at an initial

stage, uhere the statement of imputations of

misconduct has been communicated to the applicant,

uho uas called upon to furnish his uritten statem^t

as to uhether he adnits or denies the article of

charges. In UOI Vs. Upendra Singh-1994 (27) aTC 200,

the rbn'ble Supreme Court has held that

"In the case of charges framed in a disciplinary
inquiry the Tribunal or Court can interfere
only if on the charges framed (read uith
imputation o r p a rti cula rs of the charges, if

any) no misconduct or other irregularity alleged
can be said to ha we been made out or the charges
framed are contrary to any lau. At this stage,
the Tribunal has no jursidiction to go into
^*1^. correctness or truth of the charges. The
Trrbun'iail cannot take over the functions of
the Disciplinary Authority. The truth or
otheruise of the charges is a matter for the
disciplinary authority to go into,'"

A perusal of charges framed makes it clear

that serious irregularities have been alleged and it

cannot be said that my the charges framed is contrary, to

1 auo^

the result, even without considering it

necessary to rule on the preliminary objection of

jurisdiction raised by Shri Mehta, this Oa is dismissed

in ̂ 1 imin e at this stage, -
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