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IN THE. CENTRAL ADMINIS'mATIVE '!R.IBUN!l.L, JODHPUR. BEN:H, 

JODHPUR 

Date of order : 28. 4. 1997 

O.A. NO. 146/1997 

A .P .PA~Y S/0 SHRI EB.L1 BHUSAN J I PAWE:Y, ~-~~- mESE:NT 

WORKING AS DEPUTY CHIEF' CONIROLLER, NCRTHERN RA1LvlAY, 

D .R .Ms OFF ICE., B ll<A l'£R • 

• • • • • AppliGant 

Vs. 

1. UNION OE IND JA THROUGH GEI.'ERAL MANAGER {OPER.Z\.TIONS), 

NCRTHERN RAILWAY, BARODA HOUSS:, HSADQUARTEB:. BUILDING, 

I.'EW DELHI. 

2. THE ADDITION\.L DIVISION\L RAILWAY MANGElR, 

NCRTHER.N RAILWAY, . BIKANSR. 

3. THE SENIOR DIVISIONAL OPERATION MAN+.GER, 

NCRTHERN RAILWAY , BIKANER. 

4. SHR I SURE:SH KUMAR, SENIOR. D IV IS IOmL OPERATION 

MAN+.GER, NORTHERN RAILWAY, BIKANER. 

THE INQUlRY OFF'ICER SHRI UDAI SINGH MEE_.N'A., T.I., 

NCRTHERN RAILWAY , BIKAmR. 

CCRAM 

THE HON' BLE MR. s. DAS GUPTA , ADMINISTRATIVE: MEMBER 

THE HON' BLE. MR. A. K.· MISRA , JUDICIAL· MEMBER 

Mr. s. N. Trivedi, Advocate, for the Applicant present • 
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PER HON' BLE MR.S.DAS GUPTA, MEMBE.Ri(A) s 

Heard the learned counsel for the applicant 

at the stage of admission • 

. 2. This application has been fil~d. basically 

seeking the relief of changing the Disciplinary 

Authority arxl also for a direction to the respondents 

that the inquiry. initiated against the applicant, be 

preceded in accordance with law keeping in view the 

principles of natural justice. 

3. It appears that the applicant was served with 

a Charge Memorandum dated 3.11.1995. Thereafter, an 

inquiry .has also been initiated. The applicant's 

allegation is that the Disciplinary Authority is ~lased 

against him because of certain earlier incidents. He 

had requested that the Disciplinary Authority be 

changed but the ~ request has been turned down by 

the impugned order dated 4.3.1997. This order has 

been passed by the authority higher than the Disciplinary 
Additional 

Authority'namely, theLPivisional Railway Manager, 

although, the order has been communicated by the 

, '~~~ Disciplinary A.uthority. He has also ~ that 

/' · ",/~~:-- . ·-;..._(?'··\ he asked for certain documents which hav; been denied 
f ! I \ / ~ l·:· ' ,;, ; .. )! to him by the impugned order dated 27.3.1997. 

', .,·: .. ,'>- .·, .·~/) 4. It is not a case of the applicant that the 

,··'::::.;;.~-~;;;;.;.;';.;/ Disciplinary Authority is not a ccmpetent authority 

to initiate disciplinary proceedings against him. "F/...Q.. 

Only ~e ground for changing of the authority is 

that he is biased· against the applicant. This @ould · 

be a valid ground for challenging the final decision 
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taken by the Disciplinary Authority after completion 

of the inquiry if the applicant is aggrieved by such 

an order. We see no scope for this Tribunal to inter-

fere at this inter-locutory stage. 

5. We dispose of this Application with an observa-

tion that the Disciplinary Authority is expec~iB!l to conduct 

,::.. ---~--: the proceedings in accordance with law observing 

the principles of natural justice. 

\~~ 
({ A.I<.MIS&A ) 
Judicial Member 

MEHTA 

•••• 

Lrf; 
{. S .DAS GUPTA ) 

Administrati~e Member 
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