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CENTRAL AU1INISmATnJE TRIWNAL 
CA1UTTA BENCH 

0,A1  No. 466 of 1996 

esent : Hon'ble Mr. Justice A.K. Chatteree, Vice..hairman 

Hon'ble Mr. M.', MUkherjee, AdministratIve Member 

Sri Narayeri Chandra Mondal, retired employee 
of Eastern Railway 1  residing at 80/4, Dr.B,B 
Road, Schoolpara, Raniganj,Dist, Burdwan. 1 . 

pp1icant 
—Versus- 

1. Union of India represented by the Gener1 
Manager, Eastern Aailway,, 17, Netaji. Subhas 
Road, •Ca1cutta_701 

2,. Chief Personnel Officer Eastern Railway, 
17, Netaji Subhas Road, Cafcutta.700OOI 
3. K.L. Due, Deputy Secretary(E)Il. Railway 
Board, Rail Ehavan, New Delhi. 

I 	 . .•. 	 es Ponden 

Counsel for the applicant 	 Mr. A.K. Banerjee 

counsel for the respondents 	Mr. G. amaddar 

rd 	: 16.12.1996 	I— 	derp : 13.1.1997 
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Chttérj.ee, 

The petitioner was.an  emploee of the' Eastern Railway and 

retired on attaining the age of suprannuaticn on 31st August, 1938 

as an Assistant Commercial Manager. Qe day prior to the retirement 

i.e. 30.8.889  a Memorandum of charge was issued alleging, inter alia, 

that in connection with examination for recruitment against Employ... 
ment Notice No.1/84, he committed grbss irregularity in evaluating 

answer books of various exarninees and had awatded high marks with 

the consequence that the candidates got qualifying marks for a call 

for viva—voce test. When this Proceeding was pending, another 
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charge-sheet was issued on 22,5.8 allegin6 irregularities 

committed by him in evaluationofanswer ppers of candidates 

in the same examination and awardng high rarks to the candi-

dates enablivi.gthem to qualify fo' viva-oce test.Thereafter, 

the petitioner moved this Tribunal being A.1383/94 for can- 

cellation of both the charge.-shee 	which 

10.5.95 with the order that thed artment 

ted by the 2nd charge-sheet shoul be Conc, 

months from date, in default of wh.ch  the 

exonerated of all the charges. 	ea fter, 

was issued by the Chief Personnel ficer 

disposed of on 

proceeding initia-

ded wi.thin three 

pliC ant would be 

n 14.8.95, an order 

timating the decision 

of the Railway. Board to drop/cancel the 2ndchare-sheet without, 

hever, any prejudice in any ma4r the DA proceeding initiated. 

by the first charge-sheet. The petiit1.ioner cntends in the pro-

sent application that the 2nd Chare-sheet 1aving been cancelled, 

the first charge-sheet stands automaticaily cancelled,' 

2. 	The respondents did not fi].e arty cou,ter, but we have 

heard the ld. counsel for both the arties ahd perused the records 

before us,' The bone of contentior of the ld coune1 for the peti-. 

tioner was that the 2nd charge-shee havingben cancelled, the 

first charge-sheet, the subject.4natter of wi4ch was substantially 

that of the subsequent charge-shet must also be 

regarded as cancelled.-  We are unable to apprciate any force in 

this contention becauseeven if the substanc4 of allegation in 

both the charge-sheets were same, still a mexe decision to drop 

or cancel one of the charge-sheets Jithout any finding regarding 

the merit of the allegation certainy does nt support a cänclu-. 

sion that the other charge-sheet must also be treated as cancelled. 

In fact, the petitioner's prayer in

Zh'the 
e previous OSA1 earing 

No.1383/94 was for cancellation of 	charge-sheets, but 
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Dncluding the departmental pro-

e-sheet',ithin a specified 

arding ptitioner's prayer for 

heet. Xthas beers stated in 

that the' order passed by this 

11 of both the chargesheets on 

nch for conciusjon' of the  

on the ba'1sis of the 2nd charge 

sheet. We find no substance in thi content,ón and we are di- 

-

this Bench gave a direction f'or c 

ceeding initiated by the 2nd char 

period and not a word was saidre 

Cancellation of the first charge 

the application under considerati 

Bench was virtually a cancellatio 

efflux of time prescribed by the 

departmental proceeding initiated 

posed to the view that the Bench 

entertaining the petitioner's pray 

charge-sheet enabled the responden 

plinary proceeding initiated by t 

3 	We are, therefore, unable 

iLdCounsel for the petitioner that 

be regarded as cancelled and we dc 

for admission 

y deliberately refraining from 

rr for carce11atjon of the first 

ts to oqeed with the disci-

e first CF arge_sheet. 

to share ~~he contention of the  

the firs1 charge-sheet must also 

ot consider this a fit case 

The application is, therefoe, rejeced but we give a 

direction to the respondents to conlude theldisciplinary procee- 

ding initiated on the basis of the iirst cha'gesheet within three 

months from the date of communicatidn of thi order, in d efault 

of which the petitioner shall be exnerated 	all the charges 

We, hever, make no order as to co 	S 

M •S. Muk YJW ) 
Member (A) 
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A  K Cha?~e tterjee 
VjceChajrman 

S 


