
IN THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIUNAL 
AHMEDABAD BENCH 

M.A.No, 389/92 
in 

O.A. No. 464/92 

Mxxm 

DATE OF DECISION 30.11 • 1992 

Shri Hemsj 	 Petitioner 

Mr. R.E. Variava 	 Advocate for the Petitioner(s) 

Versus 

Union of India & Ors. 	 Respondent 

Advocate for the Respondent(s) 

CORAM: 

The Hon'ble Mr. N.V. Iishnan 	 : Vice Chairman 

The Hon'ble Mr. R.C. Bhatt 	 Member (J) 

Whether Reporters of local papers may be allowed to see the Judgement ? 

To be referred to the Reporter or not 

Whether their Lordships wish to see the fair copy of the Judgement'  

Whether it needs to be circulated to other Benches of the Tribunal? 



S 

Hems ingh 	 Applicant 

Vs. 

The Commandant, 
Central Industrial Security 
Force Unit, 
I.P.C.L. 
P.O. ?etchpiicals, 
Baroda. 

The Union of India, 
Through; 
The Secretary, 
Ministry of Home Affairs, 
Government of India, 
North Block, 
New Delhi. 

The Dy- Inspector General, 
Office of the Dy. Inspector General 
(Nwz) 
Central Industrial Secü rity Force, 
13, Nehru Place, 
New BeThj. 	 ... Respondents 

ORAL ORDER 

M.A. No, 389 of 92 
in 

O.A. No, 464 of 92 Date; 21122. 

Per; Hon ble Mr. N.V. Krishnan, Vice Chairman 

Heard Mr. R.E. Variava, learned counsel for the 

applicant, who has filed M.A./389/92 to condone the dealy 

in O.A./464/92. We notice that the impugned orderl  which 

relateto penalty imposed in disciplinary proceedings are 

dated 30.10.1980 (Annexure A/1))being the order of the 

. S 	S 
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disciplinary authority, 1646.1981, (Anriexure A/2) being 

the order of the appellate authority and 9.6.1982, (Annexure A/3) 

being the order passed in revision. All these orders have 

been passed more than three years before the commencement 

of the Administrative Tribunals Act, 1985. This Trihinal 

has no jurisdiction to adjudicate in respect of such bazIded  

grievances as provided under Section 21 ± the Act. In the 

circumstances, this application is rejected. 

(R,C, Bhatt) 
	

(N.y. Krishnan) 
Menber (J) 
	

Vice Chairman 



From •- 

The Registrar, 
Supreme Court of 0 uc 

Lle 

SL:r U 	COUrT C Ii L- 

'V 

DATED :- 

7(ley- 

W -V,; 

L A 7 

	

(petition under ArtiO]0 16 
(1) of the 005t 	 India tut0r of  

30 
------ 

from the judgment and o o cr dated 	
' 

ln~4 

of the L 

. .PETITIoR,1" 

S US 

p RESPONDEIT (s) 

sir, 
Idirected to jOrm you 

that the petition, above 
am 	 c 

Court was dismis edbY 
mentioned filed in the 	piernE  

the Court on 0 

yours faithfUllY 

( For Registrar ) 

I 



CENTRAL 	 TRIBUNAL 
AIIIVDABAD BENCH / 	

AFIIEDkBAD 
H! 

I /C Appli 	 Ccation No. 	( 	L J b /jj Z - 	of 199 

Transfer Application No. 	Old Writ Pet. No. 

CcA 

Certified that no further action is required to be taken 

and the case is fit for consignment to the Record Room (Decided). 

Dated  
Counter-signed 

r Ij 

SOCtion. Qffjcer/3urt Officer Sign. of the Dealing Assstant 
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CENT R'L ADMINISTRATIVE T RIB UNL 

.DiBD BENCH 

AH€D2 .D. 

Submitted: 	 C.A.T./J1jDICIiL SECTION. 

Original Petition No: 

/ (2( •) of  

Miscellaneous Petition No;  

of  

J Shri  	 - 	- 

Versus. 

Respondent(s). 

This apolication has been submitted to the Tribunal by 
hri  

Under Section 19 of the dministrative Tribunal ct,1985, 

It has been scrutinised with reference to the poins mentioned in 
the check list in the lig:-it of the previsions contained in the 
.dministratjve Tribunal .ct, 1985 and Central dminisrative 

Tribunals (Procedure) Rules,1985 

The pplic36ris has been found in or 	nd 	-ay be given 
to concerned fofixation of date. 

The application has not been found in order for the reasons 
indicated in the check list.The applicant advocate may be advieed 
to rectify the same within 14 
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Is the aoTlicalbton compet:nt ? 

(R) IS the opoiiction in the 
prsscriLjed form 

(B) Is the epolicetion in 
paper book norm 

V 
YW 

9 

.L) 

9 

9 

I\NN -  XURE — I. 

CENTRL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBWt\L 

PHrD13D BECH 

PPLIENT(5) 	

7 

RESPONDENT(S)  

P:RTIcULDs TO BE EXBINED 
	

ENDLP5LNT I-\S TO 

RESULT OF EXdNIN:TJLN. 

(c) Have prescribd numoer 
complete sets of the 
applicution been filed 

Is the application in time 

If not,by hou many days is 
it beyond time 

Has sufficient cause for not 
making tie application in 
time stated ? 

Has the document of authorisation/ j Uakelet Namabeen fld ? 	 ' 1 

Is the application accompained by 
D.D./I.P.D. for l50/— ? umber  
o D.D./I.P.C. to be recorded. 

S. 	Has the copy/copies of the order(s) 
9gainst uhich the application is 
mjde,bcen filed? 

7. 	(a) Hove the copies of the documents 	
•1 relied upon by the applicant and 

mentioned in the application 
been filed ? 

Hove the documents referred to 
in (a) aoovs dUly attested and 
numbered accordinoly ? 

L 
Are the document.s refereed to in (a) 
above neatly typed in double space ? 

B. 	Hs the ind:z ci documents has been 
filed T,. d has the paging been done 	 ) 
properly ? 

3. 

P4 . 

S. 

.2.. 



PARTICUL PS TO BE EX/tIED. 	 Er\tDORSEPENT Tf SE RESULT OF 

EX/MINPT ION. 

9. Have 	the chronological details of 
representations 	made 	and the 
outcome of such 	representa'ion 
been 	ifldicated 	in 	the 	application 	7 

19. Is 	the matter 	raised 	in 	tne 
application 	pending 	oe?orc. 	aey 
court of law or any other 8onch 
of the Tribunal ? 

11. Are 	the 	application/duplicate 
cppy/cooios signed. 	7 

12. ;re extra 	copies 	of 	the application 
with 	annexures 	filed 	? 

Identical 	with 	the 	Original. 

Defective. 

Liantirig 	in 	AnnExi,, rcs 

No. 	Page NOs.  

Distinctly 	Typed 	? 

13. Have 	full size enveippes 	bearing 
Pull addrese 	of 	the 	respondents 
been 	Piled 	7 } 

14. re 	the 	givon addresae,the 
registered addeossed ? U 

15. Dc 	the 	names 	of the 	parties stated 
in the 	copies,tally 	with 	Name(s) 
those 	indicated in the application ? 

15. Are 	the 	transalations 	certifi 	d to be 
true or supoorted by an affidavit 
affirming 	that 	they are 	true ? 

17. Are 	the 	Pacts 	for 	ths 	cases mentioned 
under 	item 	N6 oP the application 7 

concise 	7 

Under 	Distinct 	heads 	7 

- Numbered 	consecutively ? 

Typed in 	doublo space on one 
side of 	the naper 	? 

18, Have the particulars for interim 
order prayed for,stated with reasons ? 	I 

'NP3O192 	- 

'7 
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BEFORE THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL,AHMEDABAD 
BENCH AT AHMEDABAD. 

ORIGINAL APPLICATION NO.2,  OF 1991-- 

Hems ingh, 

C/o.Hirasingh Rajput. 	 Applicant 

V/s. 

The Commandant, 

C.I.S.F.Unit & Ors. 	 Respondents 

I N D E X 

S.No. 

----------------------------- 

Annex. 	Description 	 P a g e s 

1. - 

----------------------------------------------------

Memo of application. J- 3 

2. Al Copy of order dated . 

30. 10.1980. 

3. A2 Copy of the order dated /c 	(- 

16.6. 1981 

4. A3 Copy of the order dated f 

9.3. 1982. 



BEFORE THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL, AHMEDABAD 
BENCH AT AHMEDABAD. 

ORIGINAL APPLICATION NO.4 	OF 1991_-- 

Hems ingh, 

C/o. Shri Hirasingh Rajput, 

Village Kambirya, 

P.O. Bhadsi, 

(Via) Badnor, 

District Bhilwada (Rajasthan). 	. . . . Applicant 

V/s. 

The Commandant, 

Central Industrial Security Force Unit, 

I.P.C.L., 

P.O. Petrochemicals, 

Baroda. 

The Union of India, 

(Notice to be served through 

the Secretary to Ministry of Home Affairs, 

Government of India, 

North Block,New Delhi). 

The Dy.Inspector General, 

Office of the Dy.Inspector General(NWZ), 

Central Industrial Security Force, 

13, Nehru Place, 

New Delhi. 	 . . . Respondents 



.4. .. - 

; - 
; 

- 

, '• a 

--4 ,.. 	

; 

r 	. . 
'':. 	' • ' 

-: 
. I 

1 

2 

Details of ADDlication: 

	

1. 	Particulars of Applicant: 

Name of applicant and 

his father's na.iie: 

Same as per cause title. 

Designation and Office in which 

employed: 

The applicant was working as 

Security Guard, CISF Unit, 

I.P.C.L., Baroda. 

Office Address: 

Same as the address of the 

respondent No.1 herein. 

Address for service of all notices: 

As shown in the cause title. 

	

2. 	Particulars of the respondents: 

Names and designations of the 

respondents: 

As shown in the cause title. 

Office addresses of the respondents: 

As shown in the cause title. 

Address for service of 	all notices: 	'V.. 

As shown in the cause title 

- 
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3. Particulars 	of 	the 	orders 	against 	which 

the application is made: 

 (U Order No. 

Dated: 	30.10.1980 

Passed by the respondent No.1. 

 (i) Order No. 

Dated: 	16.6.1981. 

Passed by: 

 (i) Order No. 

Dated: 	9.3.1982. 

Passed 	by 	the 	Office 	of 	the 	Director 

General 	(CISF) 

(iv) Subject in brief: 

Challenging the above mentiaoned orders 

terminating the services of the peti- 

tioner, passed by the respondents 

herein. 

Jurisdiction of the Tribunal: 

The cause of action in the present having 

arisen within the territorial jurisdiction 

of this Honourable Tribunal, this Honourable 

Tribunal has jurisdiction to decide the 

same. 

Limitation: 

The applicant states that the application 

is filed after the period of limitation 

and a separate application for condonation 

of delay is being filed herewith. 



ri 

6. 	Facts of the case: 

6.1. 	The applicant was working as a Security 

Guard at the C.I.S.F. Unit, I.P.C.L. Baroda under 

the present respondents. The applicant was appointed 

on the said post by the respondents in the year 

1972. 	The applicant had been discharging his 

duties with competence and care and that there 

were no adverse remarks or allegations of misconduct 

against the applicant barring the present inquiry. 

6.2. 	It is submitted that the respoandent No.1 

initiated inquiry against the applicant by issuing 

a show-cause notice and conducted the inquiry 

against the applicant which ultimately resulted 

into an order dated 30.10.1980 dismaissing the 

applicant from service on the ground of misconduct. 

A copy of the said order dated 30.10.1980 is produced 

at Annexure-Al. Ann.A1. 

6.3. 	The applicant being aggrieved by and dis- 

satisfied with the order Annexure-Al approached 

higher authority by way of an appeal. 	However, 

the applicant's appeal against the order Annex.A1 

was also dismissed by order dated 11.6.1981. A 

copy of the said order dated 11.6.1981 is produced 

at Annexure-A2. 	 Ann.A2. 

6.4. The applicant further being aggrieved 

by and dissatisfied by the order dated 11.6.1981 

Annexure A2 approached the office of the Director 

General (CISF) . 	However, the said appeal also 
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came to be dismissed by the order dated 9.3.1982. 

A copy of the said order dated 9.3.1982 is produced 

Ann.A3. at Annexure-A3. 	The applicant thereafter once 

again approached the Government of India by way 

of an application/representation. However, the 

decision on the same has not been taken by theb 

respodnent-Government of India. 

6.5. The applicant therefore, being aggrieved 

by and dissatisfied with the impugned orders 

Annexures-Al, A2 and A3 approach this Honourable 

Tribunal by way of this original application on 

the following amongst other grounds: 

6.6. The applicant submtis that the inquiry 

conducted against the applicant is illegal and 

unlawful. 	The applicant was not guilty of any 

misconduct and therefore, order of termination 

passed by the respondents is bad and illegal. 

6.7. 	The applicant submits that the applicant 

has not committed any misconduct whatsoever and 

that the applicant ought to have been exonerated 

of the charges levelled against him. 

6.8. 	The applicant submits that the order of 

dismissal is illegal and unlawful inasmuch as 

the applicant was not given sufficient opportunity 

of being heard before passing the impugned orders. 



At 

 

6.9. The applicant submits that the inquiry 

conducted by the respondents is in violation of 

the principles of natural justice as no reasonable 

opportunity of representing his case was given 

to the applicant. 	The applicant submits that 

the inquiry suffered from large number of defects. 

The applicant submits that relevant documents 

though demanded were not supplied to the applicant. 

The applicant further submits that witnesses were 

not permitted toa be cross-examined by the applicant. 

The applicant submits that the applicant though 

had filed his reply the same was ignored and 

noted that no reply has been filed on behalf of 

the applicant. 	The authorities below have failed 

in taking into account all these facts and circum-

stances of the case and therefore, come to a a 

wrong conclusion. 

6.10. The applicant submits that it ought to 

have been seen and held that the charge levelled 

against the applicant are not proved as there 

is no material on record to hold that the charges 

levelled against the applicant are proved. 

6.11. The applicant further submits that the 

charges even if proved are not of such serious 

nature which would warrant dismissal from service. 

As stated above, there were no adverse remarks 

or complaint against the applicant. 	There was 

also no charge of inefficiency or misconduct against 

the applicant. 	The applicant therefore, ought 

to have been exonerated. 



'4 

6.12. The applicant submits that the autho-

rities below have violated the principles of natural 

justice as important relevant documents on which 

reliance has been placed by the respondent-autho-

rities have not been supplied to the applicant 

and the inquiry is therefore, bad and is required 

to be quashed. 	The applicant submits that in 

the facts and circumstances stated above the appli-

cant is required to be reisntated with full back 

wages. 

6.13. It is further submitted that the inquiry 

suffered from large number of other defects and 

incurable mistakes committed by the respondent 

No.1 herein and not corrected by the higher autho-

rities. The impugned orders Annexures-Al, A2 

and A3 are therefore, required to be quashed and 

set aside by this Honourahie Tribunal. 

7. 	The reliefs sought for: 

The applicants therefore, pray that: 

This Honourable Tribunal be pleased 

to quash and set aside the impugned 

orders dated 30. 10.1980 (Annexure-Al), 

16.6. 1981 	(Annexure-A2) 	and 	9.3.1982 

(Annexure-A3); 

such other and further reliefs 

as may be deemed just and proper in 

the facts and circumstances of the 

case be grantred. 
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8. 	Interim relief: 

9. 	Matter not pending with the other Courts: 

The applicant declares that except the 

representation/application before the 

Government of India, as stated earlier, 

matter is not pending before any other 

Court or Tribunal. 

10. 	Particulars of the Postal Order in respect 

of the application fee: 

No.of Postal Order: 

t'flLfl'r 
Name of issuing Post Office:  

Date of issuance of Post Order: 

Post office at which payable: 	- 

11. 	Details of Index: 

Index in duplicate containing the details 

of the documents is enclosed. 

12. 	List of enclosures: 

As per the index. 

az- 

D,g199. 

A-0t IREO~ 
Applicant's Advocate. 



Verification 

I, 	Hems in gh, 	L/npp1kt .herein,4L 
hereby that the contents of paras-1 to 12 are 

true to my personal knowledge and belief and that 

I have not suppressed any material facts. 

Ahrnedabad, 	
C 	i 

Dt . 	19 9Z 	 )\ 	- 

-------------------

b! Mr... 	..... 

tor :-— 

	

secon(i &. 	
etifo1 

	

3OPIes copy sery 	 1r.. ed/n 

/SY.R

UCb 

ez3t rir 
 

bud 



UFL 	CO. J1T 
C'J.AL I!t.iiAL. SECUiITY FC UNIT 

INT;IAI I 	.LCItICALS CCiN L/D. 

iLT; pLf..cCiICALS 
L3AOUA(GUJ) 391346 

	

N.V_150j6/E30/I..CL/_ 	 Ded: 30th 0ctober 1980 

C R ID E 

No.7221161 Security Guard H.11.Raj-)ut  of CIF  Unit 
iiCL I3aroda wac ±cued with memorandum of cLrqcs under 
iul 34 of CISF  u1e 1969 vide memorandum No.V_15Q16/ICL/ 
1154 dated 23rd 'eb.ruary 1960 for the followlnç Elvaqux 
off€.nces 

That the - id N0.7221161 5 cui:Ity Guard !..Rajput 

	

ofCISi Unit 	aroda volunterily defiad the 
lawful ordars issued by the competent authority 
under Ut  Cf1je 0rdcr No.12/79  and wilfully 
absentee fran General Parade on 9th Novcm1er 1979, 
30th Novacr 1979 and 11th January 1980 which 
amounts to misconduct. 

That the sc- i No.7221161 5ccurity Guard  
of CL Unit  iC I3aror3a refused to accept the 
official com:Uflicaticjn (rninr chargeshcots) v,hich 
amuunts to misconduct. 

LQJ!c.i 

That t1e said No.7221161 
of 	Unit I.CL daroda 
'nspcctor S iiya and 
'ns2ctJr S.S..,ndilya in 
dL.ltieS at 1700 hours on 
:irnounts to miscenduct. 

Secuilty Guard h.U.Rajrjut 
misLchavc'c w 	? ith o.7517063 
obstiuctcd 1 C).7517063 

perforriing his iccitima.te 
14th Februy 1980 which 

ThL the Said 1'o.7221161 Security Guard :.d.r.aj2Jut 
of CI Unit ICL 13aroda obstructed the CISF personnel 
for attending regimentaL duties by show of criminal 
force ;hich i;uUflts to IrLlSC3flcUCt. 

2 	Thc above chargus arc grave and No.7221161 Security 
Guard ii... jut has ba:.n 1accd under suspension from 18th 

30 under °rrer 1 V-15016/C1h/LCLi/3c/loeo 
cated 18th Febrrj 1980. 

3. 140.7221161 6ecurity Gu-rd H.H.Rajtt has submitted 
his rmi.iy dated 6.3.1830 to the memorandum of charges. Th 
rej1y 	s nut found satisfactory. Shri Li.i.Dubey, Asstt. 

u.: sa 	intd as ncuijcj 0fficcr under 0rder fl.11 _i5O16/ 
:3o/Lc-/1514 dated 12th arch 1980 t Incuirc into the 
ch.raes level lcd acainst 1 •  7221 161Security Guard IT 

 . 
"Tjj ut in t ic abov r(. f e 	:mor.ndam of charos 

4 0 S S _/ 	• S S 
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4, 	No.722ll1 	.cui. tty Gui'c ::.:. 	jput had sub2ittcd 
±.liotiori 	25.3, 193. 	rrcrec to  1)IG N1 

--° in 	c be 1 	Lcuc.t 
 

for ' Lnc-uirv -fficir 
zone. 

The DIG N& 	crie CI3F had carefully considered 
the aOlJ.cation drte 25.5.1900 of No.7221161 Security 
Guard i.H.Rajput nd has 5tecd tht no cogent crounds 
have Leon civon by No.7221161 SG i.fl.Rajout in his 
oplic:tion for chance of Encujry 0ficer. He has also 
st Lcd that tiie d .rtmenta,l cncuiry ace Inst the SG  i 
Leiric h.i.c9 to encuire the truth of the imputation of 
misconducts against him and No.7221161 SG U.!I.Rajput will 
have all r 	noble o;. ortunitics to cru -exmjn tho 
;,itncc. - nc1  d..fcru9 his case 1 ;fully. Thc DIG Nb Zcy 
I1 in his letterI .V-Ij314/53/EO/h , 	C daLc 20th 

June 1930 hs also .'rTh:iscd No7221161  3G h.F.Rajput tht 
he shuld cooperate in holdinc dc rtment. 1 en - uiry aciinst 

Tbj Letter was uclivered L I':s.7I161 Security Guard H. . a out on 24 Lb Jc 1980, 

NO.722116 Seccrity Gu 	:i.h. ajrut had submitted his 	:lication c5atod 3.0-5-1980 	dressed to the IG,CISF 
throuch ror charnel rocuastinc for a ch.nre of 

The LG N&o uflC who is the appellate nuthority unìder his letter No.V_1ao14/58/3o/..sEc/72S dated 1st 
July 1930 has informed No.7221161 Security Guard •h.iajput that in first instanes disciplinary authority has appointed hri l.3.P.Dubey, Att. Corndt to hold dcprtmenta1 encuixy 
rT t; SG h s 5UbOItLCc appl±c:tiun to the appellate autoority (DIG N&W 2one ISF) for chance of Encuiry 0fficer 

\iich '.as duly considered and rejacted because no cocent 
UUn3 	c:ivcn in the ìetjtjon. for the chance of Encujry ° _iccr. he DIG H 	"one 	in tiic sid letter hs also ctatc that the SO i• :• usjput has SUl,jtt€r a petition to eic IG, GISF rocuestine that a officer from East LOne may be d. c.Ilcd to hold departracntal ena-uiry nd has withheld 

the petition stotino that the appellate authority has already considered his application 	 passed orders, ha 
he 	

also stated tbt the lepart-n-- nt-A oncuiry is being Id to cnc uiro the truth of any imputatjc,n of miscon(uct ajnj him and that durinc t:e course of the said deprt-mental CncuIi N0,7221161 Security Guard H.H.lajput will 
hve all rcasnaLie o: ortunitjcs to cross c;amine the piosecutlon witnesses nc1 defurìd ills cse lawfully on he ccis 	to coop:rtc sith the Encui.,  Cficer. Th a -  in lotear of DIG Jc 30n0 was dcljvsrcd to  No• 7221161 EC'UOLt. Guard i. . ajjut on 5 	1930. 

5hri 	• 1 ubey, AtL. C act/'ncuiry Cffjcer had C 	t-i 	iJc.V_a:ol5/3o/I:c/217 dtcd 19th 1 y 1930 N0  72 	61 SC01 ity u• 	. !. aJU ascine 	722 !61 uoity 0uaid 1. . a jput to suboit. his reply to the 
fhb..ing points L 26th ' - y 1930 

H55 1:0 	j oLjcti 	to the 	ointment of nciiy Licr. 

iSa - st i to tabo oa-j of 
L 	Oco 1n; 

S • S 



d I 	: 	wants couy of any 3ocuant or to 
insct the docwcnts ho y core on 
25-5-1930 in the off icc. to do so. 

d) hcther h 	dr ir 	th•t to Cnc'ui 	bc 
h: id 	in incU 7 

thethor ho doEirns to hor the cneuiry in 
pers. ;n. if  he desires to tkc hot 	of any 
cbers of 	te 1'orcc 	of the unit he 	hauld 

uec his uiiJinenc.ss. 

thcr he dcsirs to cyivo his written 
t::nt of cefencc or roducc 	itflE55eE 
(OfCfld his c'sc. 

9, 	No.7221161 5ccurity Guard 	 refused to 
t-hc doiicr-y of the 1cter N0.V_l5O16/3 0/IFCi/2917 dted 
19th 1oy 1990 issuer' by the EpruiL 0ffieer in the- prsscnce 
of thrcc 	 7ind this letter was displaye on the 
natce hoard. 

iC. 	Sri B.1.Dubcy, Att Co<9t/Encuiry 0fficcr has 
informed No.7221161 SC iI.IJ.ajput under his letter dated 
12.6.1980 that the dcprtmcnta1 encuiry will be held on 
19-'I-lT' 0 at about 11.00 p.m. in his oficc which No. 
7221161 Security urd H.H.Rojput  refused to accept in 
the presence of three itnasec. The said letter was 
displayed on notice board. 

11. 7 j.7271l5i Sccur ity Gurd !:.:.ijut had failed 
t.- - pear lore r.h 	ncu1ry 9ficcr on 13-7--1930 and 
to. cnui.uj was h.. 13 exporta. 

1. 	he nuiry 'fiCLt inor3:.r to give No.722j151 
ojut all constitutional oortunit].os and to 

cnsur. th- t th 	rinci.1 	of naLurl justice Ere observed, 
£103 aent co i._s of nil sttements of eitnesec-e recorded 
by him n( hod calLed uon U0.7221151 Security GUrd H.FI0 
njut to cross .xaxiinc the witnesses whose evidence he 

had racordec on 1,3-7-180 in his office, under his 
letter datcd idea. Jul1 1990 which N0.7221151 Security 
urd. •'1•ojput rLfu2e to accept in tiìc presence of 

t hree. witnescs and this lctcr 'as displayed on the 
notice board. 

Iie Lncuiry ficcr 
er rules and had sub::iitt- ud 
disciwlir.nry authority. 

h'd concluded the cncui.ry 
his cncuir-y rewort to the 

I 1ivo crufu.L1y Considered the enciuir-y rciaort. 
and hove aclrLed oith the findines of the encuiry oficcr 
and - have. ic13 rh:t the rtic1e of charges framed 
ajain:t 	lt3l dCi ity Guard 	 has been 

	

LoVLd. No.7221j1 Sa'cux it.y Gu-rd 	• -ut w- s issued 
aith a 5how Cause Notic alor.gwith a co-y of the enc.uiry 
LLk L't uner 	-101 -ndum N 	6,0/:ic../ls3 3'ted 
T.th Aucuat 1960 as to hy he should not e dismissed 
fro.a service. 

	

o.722ijS1 decur.ty Gu-ç 	.dI.R,=j1 j hos oskcc' 
ear 1E days tiec to ubit his reply to the Show 0ause 



eticc in his Lctter detec 19.3. 180 and aiso askcc fr 
Cit-n 	cuacnts. 

16. 	I have cereu1ly gone through the r.ac,utst of No. 
721161 Security Gurd 	ar have seen that the 
Cnuiry 0fiiccr under his letter No.V_l5016/8o/IPCL/2517 zbck 
dated 19th M:y 1930 li 	kd 17 0.7221161 SecuLity Guard 
i.:.Lj)ut to submit his. list of docunts and other 

rec1 uircments which has already been mentioned at paracraph 
3 	tlhc follo..inc doCueefla ,erC SUL 1iCc to T,70. 
73111 5eCUiIty 0u::d E.Hi.Rjut under letter No.V_15016/ 
30/IC/6048 dated 5th 0ctobcr 1930. 

1. 	1 indi v5±on of the irelirrinary Encuiiy 
reports. 

2e 

	

	indi cisien of the suatL Tnts of eioht 
rosecution witnesses. 

T 	other doe ;ecnts have net bcn su had to N0.7221161 
Ccur1ty G - d IT ajrut as this is not the stage to 
uehy such docurart: or to test their authenticity. This 

is not the stac- e for 1!o.7221161 SG 1.:1. jput to lead his 
defence. 1`-.7221331 G  •.•ajput has clearly been informed 
at par r?graph 3 of the Sh 	Cause Notice- issued under letter 
No.V_1501G/SO,'1PC/163 dated 5th August 1930 to make 
representation, if any, on the penalty proposed but only 
on the evidence adduced during the enc -uiry. The other 
docu:ents reeuestcd by him are not the part of the evidence 
adduced during the enuiry and hence they have not been 
au licd to him. 

ii. 	have :aited. fur the reply to the Show Cause Notice 
till today 30th 0ctohcr 1930 and I haVC not received the 
reiy t- he Show Cl-use Notice and I  sin of the opinion that 
No7221161 SG H.E.R:j,ut has nothing to say in his reply 
to the Show Cuse Notice issued under my letter No.V_15016/ 
50/IPCl/163 dated 5th Aucust 1980. 

18, 	1 have given careful consideration to evidence 
r€200rccd during the departmental eneuir-y and have reached 
the ConCiuSiUn that all the charges levelled ocainst the 
aetinruent 8ecurity GU,Trd stand fully proved. As to the 
cuantun of 1 unishment, after giving careful thought to 
the ch1rces proved, I have come to the conclusion that the 
eunishment of dismissal from service should be imposed 
and accordinglyi order that NO.7221161 Security Guard 

ajput of C..LF unit 1"'C i LEroda be dismissed from 
service from the afternoon of 30th 0ctober 1930. The 
period of suspension of 17o.7221161 S.G. H.E.Rsjput from 
18-02-1980 (FN) to 30-10-1980(AN) is confirmed and he 
will be eligible to receive suDsistence allo';ance paid/ 
payable to him. 	

/ fi 
( DAV ID. . TFzSJa ) 

Ce,. N:ACISF 
1 NAi'AJ'3chI'1y 

No.7221161 	Throuqh:_ Att Cofficlt(P1:rts) In 
Security Gurd 

	

	duplicate. with a reeucst to 
arrange to hand over the original CISF unit ICL 	of this 0rder to No,7221161  SG 

r,ut and take his signature 
on du,l1ct copy with date and 
time in token of receipt and send 
tiC C.e to thas office lur record. 

p. t. U. 
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th•Y 	 -. 

fl 	 u 

T'thi 	1. 
Jun 81 

1 

- 	t. 

issued with a rncmoundr flule 34 of CI5 RUleS, 1969 

for the foUowing ch 3rgcS 	 -. 

"Article of ch: qe No,1 
That the s3id No. 7221161 SG N.H. lajput of CISI Unit, 

IFCL 	roda voluntarily defied the lawful orders issued 

by the competent authori.t' •under unit Office Order 
No. 12/79 and ,willfull,1 asented from Gene:al Parade 

on 9th overiber 17930t41 Nove.mber,1979 and 11 January 

1980 which amounts to misconduct. 

i 	 01' 	rcn Nq2 
at the said Jo. 1221161:SeCUritY Guard H.H.Najpu t 

of, QIISF Unit IFCL goroda refused to accept the officiol 
o ormnunic d tion('inor charge sheot)whiCh ornounts to 

micanduct. 

tic1u of oherge No3 
Tht the oid 'to. 72211Ct Security Guar4 H.H. Rajput 

of CISE Itoh INCL Baroda riijchchaved with No 7517063 
Inspector 5.Sndi1ya 0hd obstructed 111 o.7517063 Inspector 

S,Sand!lya ir performing his legitimate duties at 1700 
heure on 14th February, 193O .hih amcunts to misconduc-t 

RrticJ.i. of 	 Jr4 
That the sold 1U 727 I 1 iecurtty "Guard •t.H.Rnjput 

a- 	GIbE - Unit IPCL Baroda obstructed the CISF personnel 
fr attnainj o imenteldUties by show of criminal 
force which muunts to misconduct. 

2 	Or. recc!pt 	the tatement­bf ;deftncin to the sai 

u, 	Jsstt on dt J.P. 'uhcy f CISE Unit, IPCL aroda was 
appointed as Er:1uiry Offiocr by the dicciplinory outhority 
viz 	onJnt CIE Uit IFCL aroda to hold dapartftontal 
enquiry againt the said E<-5G The E xOG submitted a 

res 	toa 	t 	 y  

	

s 	 G 	one petition 	 d 	pelaeup   
requesting for the change or the enquiry officer. His request 
woc duly sonoide rod by the appell ute authority who rejected 
his request for the ch4lngE of the enquiry officer as there 
ere ne coc2rot 0o'•'rtd to acced to the requert. Thc Fx,.G 

Wos l 	he 	 O urtr in o.L'.d that the d'partr'eñ tal enqu.L 'y is being 
hid 	o euire -the truth of -r'j in' t-ition of niicnnduct 
:ejairict hind : c:ordincl he .:je obvlied that ho should 

	

ri 	in; the dnportncn tal enquiry failing which 

	

no -rto rcc P e d11 	--y he 	nnn by the eqi rio of N cor 
giinj 	ue r' 'tice • TL 	Id En. GO then suo •i t d 

0nothsr petit on :d er'sred to t'v lo upoo tur nneral foo he 

-' 	 chr:j:' of the sohuiry  officer and requ':.ted th0t :,n office:: 

"ron 	0oterr. .lc,0 	.eJ'.t:iiled to hold en portren±al annoiry 

	

st hiri. Tb? 	: 	Li ti n i 	en otdnnd ny the appell ott' 

a 	 fcjr 	tat his peition hduth ri 	 ihhl vv: 	 c  

c' the e,'p'i3• n-to etheri, y  hod nlry u:r _dp,rd his 

	

el atoreor' ed La 	no -inst the 'yr- c:-.' ro of thn disc iplindr' 

4__z 	•.-: 



7 	:iu thrity :;itd fo: the reply o t 

- e. P rOt1C' till 30 12. 	and ince nc5 re 	tatiin 

t' the nhoi c ju 	icce 	 iveci r:o 	his ti  

	

et the 0 	r of J!cri:: 1 Hn oevice 'ro­ !-he 	ternoon 
ii, CID  •vJc h 	OTr 	o V-I fl1 6/Efl/IFCL/4fl? 	td 

.o L 	flO, 

It lo 	.; :jnt the ojin s1arded h 	the 
2cn&nt,I 	 I L iCd ti . 	- 	 . -put 

vid 	 d t9 .'1

c

?

u

i72 . I eHiop 1s

ntrc. 	 I 	 onc 	 anmt 
pite  	the IG LI5  

	

iord 	
ve n  '72 dd  IF o 

 

onç t rnh the d Lr;n t 11 erru1rv troceod±nj 	- nd, 
conoctd ppco ci th. OCC. I hind that correct procadure 
H 	en folle 'J 	he ciscpli ry -iutnorlty, I also fid 

:oonjbl e o.z!Tr.itiCs ie r 	cftocd to this E x . CS G to : 

d'fr'd 	 L . I i vc 	id'-' 	plasaf the oi 
snd 	or 	loi - nt 	rcs. Th 	as of -the, -pollnt 
irc, 	on 	n 	at ic 	-rn some 1- tors - 

o th' Omn. 	10 t'I1F Hit, IL iorcd 0  td in 	ad fcce1vsd 
r! 	LHc  -ito i 	 t. 	eplie 	r, the le Lta' 	o rmt 

th n Co:d0nt,ISF 
c - ou c uoe notice the 

o' fc-' ri '3 	 ?H Th 	e 	irr] OVant 	n the 
fi , 	t 4rel 	 i c' 	Id 	- ot h 	nd the C • 

of-'.h. 

	

	•jsons 'or non sUpIV o the irrelovnt 
ccntenticir that ho hbd :,.d:nd for 

I 	':'O Hi.,; 	t1 roly to the shrj 	;aoti.ce ..SELJOd Ofl 
r 	r 	 ,G bou 	je 	lcd : ,to the  
0 USC nDtiCC 	' .2fl. 	ht thdeciplinary authority . 	•. 

	

n't e 4'rr his r n, 	y 
° 	11 	. :1 i't 	ti 	hou CE.uO r, C,  tca.. a iiot received 
:o 9. 1 fl. 90 irid tii Cl cic:lin 'ry 	u t. :rii±\,' i: t.i  
L 	t( 	1rp 	rj h 	-. 	r rip- or"tnnitv to 

- 	 lv f th 	ho ci- 	rjts - 1 	"fl,Thi 	' 
......•° ' 	Y: 	t 	:' '.' ':. 	t+::: 	ho'c,:oe notice 'ipt 

fl 	 , 	- 	 ' 	ilit" 
ex-parte order of dismissing the SG fruiu service'-with effect 
from 30.1 	,—T—e- 	±nfhiZ5fhthe hd 
submitted a letter dated 2.9.80 in' reply to the ' show cause 
notice nlongwith the application requesting for r-enquiy 
and that no action a' tbken on the same is not correct. 
No such application was received The assertions of this 
Ex.5G that the Commandant acted prejudicially and that, the 
ch1orges have been levelled against him out of the revenge etc 
are not borne out by any fact on record. 

9 	The delinquunt was punisd on the basis of evidence:, 
brought on record. He was afforded all' reaonab1è' dportuc 
ties to defend himself during the enquiry. The charges framed 
against the delinquent are very serious. There can be no 
pice for such a person in Uovt service, 1,therefore, see no 
reason to interfere with the order of the Cornrnandnt. The 
appeal 	rejected.  

, 	• 	' 	-. 	
. . ' 
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ths ordr wii.1 be g.ven to the d1nqunt 

I 	.SG H.K, ejput Frc'o gf cost., 
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Tci 	
H Deputy IVc r Genaral(N)' 	.\ 

-. 	.6'722111 Ex..G 	 •V V 

Rjput 	V _ thro h.P0mdt.1fl.1t,CL Baroda. 
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- 
Copy to — 

I 	 £ 	 - 

.. 	 Th 	CornInzndW1t, 	': 	 ,; i 	
• 	' 	

' 

	

CISE U.t IPCL 	 V' • 

	

haroda 	 - His 1ettar 	V_15016/2/81/IPCL/2075 
V 	

: 	dated .3 pr 81V  rcer. 

	

- 	
" ... 	The original' opy;of this order my 

A 	
•' " 	 : 	be s,nt to C SC ft.H.Rajput and 

V 	
'. 	 V 	ackncwledg-,meflt: •theepf kept in your 

or. 	 etc sent by 
V 	

V you 	 separate1y' 
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No.V.-11014/25/82L&R, 
Office of the Director General 

Central Industrial Security Force 
WPI 	 (Ministry of Home Affairs) 

96, Siddharth, Nehru ilace, 
New Delhi-i 10019. 
Dated the 9th March, t1982. 

N. 

1x. 50 H.H. Rajput (No.7221161), formerly of 01SF Unit, IPCL 

Baroda has submitted a revision petition against the order of the 
Comdt.jaming him -fromerv.ce with effect from 30.10.1980(AN) on 
the following four charges :- 

Wilfully absented himself from general parade on 9.11.79 9  
30.11.79 and 11.1.80; 

Refused to accept the official communication;- 

Misbehaved with and obstructed Inëpector Sandilya of the unit 
from perfoiiiii.ng  his duties at 1700 hrs. on 14.2.80,; and 

Obstructed the CI$F personnel from attending regimental duties 
by show of criminal force. 

His appeal was rejected by DIG/dSP, N&W Zone, New Delhi on merits 
on 

 
I the revision petition the petitioner has ut forth a numb" 

of plea 	 Aealtwi 	the order$L' 
disciplinary and ap3ellate auUiorjtiea. Je has 	ócónteñdéd t1 he was not supplied with a Ccv df the dismissal order and that tho appellate authority has incoi -  ?ctly stated that he did not sendy representation against the e,-eauee not ice, while actaUy he d j.d. 

On going through the cas0 file I find that a copy o the dismis 
order was sent to him by regjètered post by the Comdt. which was 
returned to the sender by the-'pota1 authorities undelivered. The petitioner in fact did not submit any representation against the sh 
cause notice issued by the Coy.dt. In view of this, the appellate 
authority has correctly dwelt. on this. 

The departmental proceedng has been correctly drawn U; by the 
disciplinaryauthority and tb4 penalty imposed is commensurate with 
the gravity of the offence, 2he revision petitici. is, therefore, rejected. 

- 
-- 	 ' 	Sd/.. SURNDRA NATH 

'Is 
To 

Shri i1.H. Rajput (ax. 
through the Comdt./0I5J 
ICL, tharoda. 	 - 

0 R D 
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BEFORE THE CE1 TRAil ADMII STRATI YE TRI BUAtI, 

MEDAAD .C11 AT AEDAAD. 
."''/A 	\ 

of 

1iISC. APPLICATION 
	OF 192 

t" NOTARY 
IN 

ORIGINAL AFFLICATIGN r CF 12. 

41EDV 

iemsingh, 

c/o. jrasingh Raiput. 

T/s 

The commandant, 

C.I..F.Uflit & ore. 

.. .p1icant 

.ReSl'ofldeflts 

The applicant above named respectfullY 

submits as under: 

1. That the applicant has filed the above 

mentioned Original jpplication before this HIble 

p 

	

	 qribunak challanging the order of his dismissal 

from service by the respondents and orders of the 

higher authorities eonfirrning the order of dismisSal. 

'. The applicant submits that he is a poor 

person. He has no knowledge of low or legal 

technicalities. The applicant had been under 

suspension for long periods during the dertienta1 

proceedings The app1jt 
has notoeei2 

able 

The apgy to 
f 

0he eMnl  , 
-LCar1t tb. 	 to2:, thj5 .1'b1e Co ut 	erefor 

Theecieiay 	ea 1Ler o 	
Cou.ld 

notapproach aceo 
L 

	

	of therefoxe  
dlZe 

this 	 fund 

the ap,i 	
0 2:ea 	 ai.Caton  

Is 
bey0 	

the con t.roj 
O 

a 	
the delay 	

thereto requj 
re , 



4.  

e 

:: 2 :: 

to be Condoned in the interest of justice. 

As can been seen from the Original Applicaticm 

the applicant had approached various higher authoriti 

against his dismissal which also consumed substantial 

time. 

 The applicant further submits that as stated 
earlier the applicant has been removed from service 

illegally and unlawfully, even during pendancy of the 

departmental proceedings no substantial allowance was 

paid to the applicant which led the applicant and his family 

to starlatjon. After passing of the impugned order the 

applicant represented before various authorities 

ZtSucessfially. Thus also Consenied substantial time and the 

delay Caused in approaching this pribunal is required to 

be condoned in the interest of Justice. 

The applicant therefore prays that: 

(A) The IPble Court be pleased to condon the delay 

caused in filing the Original Application. 

Ahxledabad. 

Dt.1d.8.15, 

Applicants Advocate 



of August 1992. 

' MNEY AFFINAM  
BEFORE 

TARY 
 

.4 

:: 3 :: 
lAP, •, 

Q_ IvIN 

t4OTAR'Y 
'I 

1ED 
	 A±'fidaVit 

I, Hemsingh Blrasingb Raiput do hereby 

state on solemn affirmation that what is stated 

above is true to my knowledge and information 

and I believe the same to be true. 

Solemnly affirmed at Ahiledabad on this 18th day 

* 
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hs c&i CCSQif iCc 


