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CENTRAL ADVaNISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL 
CUICK BENCH: CUTT.K. 

Original Application NO.392 of 1992. 

DCte of decision s February 3,1994. 

Sukeb Swain 	 App 1 ic a t. 

Versus 

Union Of India and another •.. 	Respondents. 

For the applicant ... 	Mr.S.K.Sntaray,vate. 

For the respondents ••. 	Mr.D.N.MISra,, 
Standing Counsel(Railways) 

C ORAM: 

THE HON' 31E MR.K.P. JHJRYA, VICE-CHAIR.4AN 

A N D 

THE HON 'BLE MR. H. RAJENDRA PRAS AD, I"E i13E ( 

ORDER 

K.P.ZCHARYA,V.C., 	Shorn of unnecessary details, it wonld suffice to 

say that the applicant who was a Fitter-cum-Mechanic 

working under the South Eastern Railway was convicted 

under section 3(a) of the Railway Property( Un1afu1 

possession)Act,1966 by the Additional Chief Judicial 

Magist.nte, Rxirkela. The applicant was convicted and 

sentenced to undergo Rigoruus Irrrisonment. The 

matter was carried in appeal to the Court of Sessions 

Judge and the learned Additional Sessions Judge confirmed 

the order of conviction. Themattef is now pending before 

the HOnble High Court of Orissa in criminal revision 

N0.104 of 1992. Due to the order of conviction in the 

criminal case, the applicant hasbeen dismissed from 

fservice. Hence,  this application has been filed to 



quash the order of dismissal. 

2 	Mr.D.N.Mjshra,learned Standing Canse1(Railways) 

appearing for the respondents heavily pressed onus for an 

adjournment to file counter. Several adjairnnents hadbeen 

given to the Rail:ay Mministr-tion Since 17.8.1992 to 

file cc.inter. The respcndents did not think it worthwhile 

to file coter inspite of lapse of two years. We therefore1  

did not feel inclined to accept the prayer of Mr.D.N. 

1 	 Mjsra and hence adjournent was refused. 

We have heard Mr.Samantray, learned counsel for the 

applicant and Mr.D.N. 1shra, learned Standing Cnsel 

(Railways) for the respndents. 

Once there is a conviction of a Governmt servant 

in a criminal court involving moral torpitude, the 

cnerned Government servant co.ild be dismissed without 

any enquiry. But in the present case, an enquiry has been 

6onducted by the disciplinary authority. This has admi-

ttedly ended in the C onvicti onof the applicant and the 

disciplinary authority has passed maximum penalty. Since 

the applicant has already been convicted in a criminal case 

involving moral torpitude we do not find this as a fit 

case to interfere and hence, this case stands dismissed 

leaving the parties to kear their oin costs. 
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