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IN THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL,_JODHPUR BENCH,JODHPT.ffi, 

.DATE OF ORDER : 23. 11. 1998. 
O;A.NO. 302/1998 

Narendra Kumar S/o" Shri Madan Lal at. pre'sent working as Skilled 

Carpenter under· Shop Superintendent No.ll, Ticket No. 1060/ll, 

Northern Railway Workshop Jodhpur R/o House No. 136, Ba'laji Road, 

Masuriya, Jodhpur. 
" • I 

APPLICANT 

VERSUS 

1. Union of India . through General Manager, ·Headquarters Off.ice, 

·Northern Railway, Baroda House, New Delhi. 

2. The·Dy.Cbief Mechanical Engineer; Workshop,. Northern Railway 

Jodhpur. "' 

3. Works_Manager, Dy.C:M-~., ·w.Office, Northern Railway, Jodhpur. 

4. · Assistant Works Manager, Dy. C.M.E., W.Office, Northern 

Railway, Jodhpur. 

• •••• RESPONDENTS 

Mr. N.K.Khandelwal, Advqcate, for· the App'licant. 

....... 
CORAM 

A.K.MISRA, JUDICIAL MEMBER. 

GOPAL SINGH, ADMINISTRATIVE MEMBER 
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The applicant has filed this Original Application with the 

prayer. that · the Chgarge-sheet (Annex:.A/3), the Order of the . 
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Disciplinary- Authority (Annex.A/2) and the order of the Appellate 

. Authority· (ktnex .A/1) , be quashed arid .set. a~ide. The· applicant has 

·also prayed for issuing interim ordet. st:aying ,'.the- 'operation of 
... 

punishment order passed against· the applicant by .the Disciplinary 
. '- ~ 

·._:Authority. pnd the Appellate Authority. 

·' 
2. We have heard. the learned COU!J.Sel for appli~ant ,<it the stage of 

admission and have,gone through,the' facts of 'tb~ case. 

. has . . , 
The applicant;~hallerig-ed .. th~ 'imt:?.t;tgned orders on the ground that 3. 

charges against.him are not-prov~d~ .Th~ applicant was not. supplied 

w1th the copy of. the i~qtJ.iry r~port b~fore ·punishmen~ order was 
. - .. ·.and ... - . · . , · . ·· ·· · 
passed;i the appl icarit 'has\ been punished for. .a~ act which is alleged 

' I • , , • 11 •" • • • 

't'o ·have been cotrmitt~d .. by him' prior t:9; th~ aJ2pointment. "'fhe. 

·applicant has_aiso stated that·it:is a.-case bf no evidence and non 
. 

fulfilment 9£' procedural Clri1L 
. J 

\ 
4. ·· We have considered the ·argu'rrlents._ In our qp.inion,. ·_the .charges 

. I . 

against the·. ?Pplic·an~- are f1:1lly_ proved.. He -has admitted having 
. . . 

submitted two applica'tion 'fo~s ~eeking appointment and faceclthe 
' • I I • '• ' • • I • ' 

intervie~ .twi~e •. , .We f~nd n~. rea·s~n for the applicant to have 
. '' -;, ,· . " 

J:~::;;;;:=;~~i.t .. tw~ _app,li,catiori f~~~ ~or- .t~~.if.o'Ihetn'.gues_ti~rt, ther~fore, 
_..§/ ~-' 1 .,-·r ::. ,__ ~ .... , : . - . . 

/';:-' ~:.;::;~.:::::~e·,~)~ference ·.·_drawn · by ·the .Discip~iria~y · Authority_ tha,t . the f f < ",. ,~, ,,ai>ii,~', had defrau<Ed. the Outhori ties, is tul:l y borne-out frdm 

\1 . 1 
. i. the f~;c~· : s·.t-a fed ·.a.bo\t·e .;.~~x~~-}t~ · A·P1;iication forms submi tteq. 

~ ' --,·' .. ~_ ~~ r' .. _;.,:·. ·.~"'"§}#. -~ ~ ' 
.. . .. I .,, by .:'tti~l'applitant. ·on - two .different dates, can ·be safely 
'·:: ·~ ,·· .. <-;·;:::,~- ;:;· .. ~;;::;;··i::;J,?/ ' ' ' • . ' - -

·< .. ·. ,i :- ..:;'"<"categorised as an evidence· agpinst · h:i,m. ·The inquiry re_port was 
~~~-~~P.. . - . ~-· ~ 

,· 

t - . - . ' f • 

_given t6' the ·appli<;::ant belatedly but .he ... was given opportunity to_ 

r~yise .or 'take-new defence etc~ 
- .. - < • 

Supplyif}g copy of Report belat_e.dly 

applicant. In· view of· the admitted pos-ition in~ respect of 
. .. 

submiss.ion of- two applicat;ion .forms, no ·oral evidence was requi~ed 

., 

r 

' 
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to be led by the Dep~rtment _ and, therefore, it cannot be 

argued that there was no evidence against the applicant. 

5. The. learned advocate has not been able to point-out during the 

course Df arguments any irregularity which might have C9USed mis-

carriage-of justice or illegality which may lead to the conclusion 

that the~ order passed by- ·the. Disciplinary Authority is patently 

wrong. The -applicant . had filled-in t\1o applicat.ion forms for 

appointment and this was treated as a mis-conduct. The applicant 

after·having secured employment by this sort of activities, cann't 

_ -~::/~--~~s.Ek~~rmitted to argue bha·t he_ has been punished for an act which ·he 
r .. :.. . ·. ·1;:";~~~4:~:~--~~ q-~~' I 

/1 . ·· liEl''~~,~~itted earlier than his appointment. 
if:'· .. ~:~'; ', ·_ /:~ ~-: 

t ~J.\. , 6. · ;k .~ur opinion, the Original Application does not 'carry any 
~l".. _ I 'i"· •,' 

\:~ > _ · mEir;£~~f for interference in the impugned orders. The Original 

~~~ation deserves· to be dismissed in liJOine and is hereby 

dismissed in limine. 

·.L.-f'M'~ 
(GO PAL SIN~H) --­

Administrative-Member 

#MEHTA 

. ##### 

(A.K.MISRA) 
Judicial M~mber 


