
' V- R b s s r v &J)

THE 'CENTRAL AOMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL, LUGKNOM BENCH, LUCKNOW ■

fi.A. No. 647 of 1,992 -(L)

■ ■
■ R*Ki Shukla ' ipplicant

■ • ' . Vs.
( ■ . .

Union of India & others Respondents . . ,

i Hon, Hr, Dustice U,G* Sriwastaw.a, V,C,

Hon. Br.. K. Obavva, ^.1^,

(By Hon, Wr,3ustic8 U C. Srivgstava, U,C.)

1. The applicant at the relevant point of time was

working ,as 'Oriv/er Grade~<̂  Special* on which post he was promoted * 

an 1-3-1986, Ch 30th March, 1988 he was served with a Charge-sheet ^

I and the charge against ftiiro was that while functioning as '

Assistant Looq Foreman in Loco' Shed, Lucknow in the year 1980-81,

1 . • '
he had committed mis-conduct and manipulated Pluster Roll dated

' ri 12-12-1980 of Loco Shed Staf'f, Part-II, -

^

‘ , ' 2, The applicait n submitted a representation for ■

supply of certain documents on 8-4-1988 including the copy of 

the fluster Roll, but the same was not supplied and the respondents

V

allowed him and defence Counsel, to inspect the cJDCumentS'ana 

airectea hifn to present' himself fox inspection of the documents.

The applicant again made a represlntation for delivery of * • 

copies of documents, but the same was not done. He was allowed 

' to inspect documents, according to him only for two minutes,

' despite the repeated request of time, ^fter two months, the

applicant was infciraated vide a letter dated 8-1Q-1990, a r

'■ perticular person has been appointed as-Enquiry Officer, the

said Enquiry Officer was'subsequently changed. This" time '

; , he fixed 1 3-7 -1 9 9 1  & for enquiry intimating him
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that the enquiry will take place not only against him, but also 

against other persons namely, K.P. Singh, The applicant'

again prayed for additional document, but the same u,as not 

given, and in these circumstances the applicant filed the 

protest with request the euidenoe of prosecution be dlosea 

and the repreeentation be finalised on the basis oF the 

eviaencG on record. The departmental enquiry was not concluded, 

and the applicant followed by another representation. Thus,

according to the applicant, the departmental enquiry is 

prolonged .unnecessarily.

 ̂ n fact, the department alme is responsible for 

, , the delay and the applicant has also contributed to the delay.

ie Can not interfere in the proceedings at this stage but the 

application can be disposed of i îth the, direction that the 

'■ departmental enquiry shall be conlcuded within the period of

4 months. The applicant should fully co-operate with the 

inquiry, in case the evidence has not started, the applicant 

^  may be intimated of the date that may be fixed, £x-parte

evidence has been taken,, the respondents even sm  notDallaiu 

the applicant•k'crosS examine the witness. The copy of the 

documants have not been supplied to him, in case he has not been 

allowed insisection, the inspection can also he alloued,’ If ’ 

after full co-operation oy the applicant, th.e inquiry is not 

colcl'uded, then it could be open for the applicant again to
■«

approach the Tribunal for quashing the disciplinary proceedings. 

The application is disposed of finally at this stage.
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