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CENTRAL ADHENlSTRifflVE TRIBUNAL, ALLAHAB^ 

Registration O .A * N o .71 of 1990(L)

Ahmad . . . . . . .  Applicant

Versus

Union of India  & O th ers .............  Respondents

Hon .M r.Justice  U .C^Srivastava, V .C ,

Hon.M r. A ,E ,G o rth i. Member (A)________

(By Hon.I'^r.Justice U .C .Srivastava ,VC )

 ̂ 'I

The applicant who is /ra ilw a y  employee has filed  

this application against the ex  parte pnnishmait orter 

iated  1 2 .5 .8 9  passed by the S r .  DOS Moradabad and the 

appellate ore.er dism issing the appeal. A ohargesheet 

«a s  given to the applicant on 1 3 .3 .8 9 .  The charges 

against the applicant were :

Shri N iaz Ahmad v/hile functioning as T I/K R I  

in the month of Pebruaiy, 1989 conmitted 

serious irregularities  in as much as -

(i) He was caught red handed while travelling  

in AC 2 T o f 51 UP on 1 6 .2 .8 9  on berth N o .l5  

with 2nd class duty card pass N o .20828 . He was 

charged R s .29 8 /- (R s .l61 /-  + Rs .l37/- ) at NRS 

station vide EFT N o .580614 .

(ij )  Shri N iaz Ahmad misused the 2nd class 

duty card Pass N o .20828 as he did  not perform 

any o ffic ia l  duty during th e  course o f  h is  

entire journey upto NRS. He also did  not attend 

DRM 's office/M B on 1 6 .2 .8 9  for any o ffic ia l  work.*

By the above acts of omission and cortir.ission 

on the part of Shri N iaz Ahmad, he v iolated  Rule

3(1) (ii^(ii) and (i i i )  of the Railway Service 

Conduct Rules, 1968 as he fa iled  to maintain 

absolute integrity , devotion to dity and acted 

unbecoming manner of a Railway servant. “
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2 . The applicant was required to s\±)rait h is

reply. The applicant s\±imitted h is  r ^ l y  on 2 3 .3 ,8 9 .  

He also demanded certain relied  upon and additional 

documents for preparation of his reply of the memo 

o f  charg^sheet but no r ^ l y  or documents were provided 

and ex parte punishment order without supplying 

docvments was passed .

T'

3 . The respondents case is  that the applicsnt

was given fxill opportunity of hearing and he was also 

allowed to inspect the documents and i f  need be  he may 

also copy out of the same but he could not do so . ^he
I

applicant did  not submit his defenc^reply, instead he 

asked fo r  docm ents which were not relevant. The 

grievance of the appliccnt is  that he was not given 

the copies of the docioments for  which he is entitled  

to get. The learned covinsel for the applicant^ states 

that the applicant w i l l  now file  his defence r ^ l y  

w ith in  fifteen  days. In  view of the fact that the 

applicant may be given reasonable opportxanity and 

both the orders 1 2 . 5 . 8 9  passed by the S r .D O S  Moradabad 

and the appellate order dism issing h is  appeal are 

quashed and the d isciplinary  authority is  directed 

to f ix  a reasonable date for  submission of ihis reply 

and the applicant shall f i l e  his  reply within fifteen  

days and thereafter a fter  giving a personal hearing 

to the applicant, the d isciplinary  authority may proceed

with the matter. The respondents w il l  alsd make availabi
•i

all the required documents to the applicant to inspect

and i f  need be he may be  allowed to copy out the same. 

V,ith these observations the application is disposed

of without any order as to costs.

 ̂ „ M er^ r (A)
Dated the J u l y ,1991
R K M

V ice  Chairman


