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CORAM: HON’BLE MR. JASBIR 5. DHALIWAL MEMBER (J)
HONTBLE MR. S.K. MALHOTRA. MEMBER (A}

Amarchand D. Mehrolia,
Room No.i1, Behind Cantt
- Gen. Hospital, Followoer Lines,
Declali~422 401. : .. Applica
None
Versus
L Regional Office,
Emplioyee’ ProvidentFund Organ.
341, Bhavishya Nidhi Bhavan,
Randra (Fast), Mumbai-400 0&1.
2. Sub.Regional Office,

Emp?ryac Fravident Fund Organ.
‘Bhavishya Nidhi Bhavan’ .
Piot No. D-11, Near I.T I.,

i . . P - -
MIDC, Satpur, Nashik-422 007

Hon'bie Shri 4. Dha?wwa? Member (J)

The applicant Shri A.D. fehroiia while working

as Safaiwala under the respondents was served with a

negligent in his duties, He was aiso charged For
disobeying of the orders of his superior officers. on

23.7.97 during the proceadings of the eng quiry he

admitted all the charges i

i)

velled against him. He had
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without permission since 09.12.1336 and was aisoc Tound
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were helid to be proved. The applicant had alsc filed an
appeal dated 19.3.2000, but the same was found be time
barred. They have given in para 5 the details of period
of absence indicatiné that these are ahsance Tor 198

a

days between 0£9.12.96 and 22.6.37, for 220 days betwesn

mentioned in this paragraph. He was served with a
numher of memos calling for his explanaticn, to which he
never filed any reply or explianation and was alsc served
with letters of warning. Prior | to his being

cantimuousiy absent in 1%%4%. He was allowed to resume

V!

his duty after getting medical opinion from the Civil
Surgeon, Nashik and he appended his signhature in
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and remained absent himself from $4.5.129% onwards.

Anplicant has filed rejoinder.
4 Finding that the applicant was absent today

under Rule 15 of CAT {Procedure) Rules, 1987. We have

heard Jearned counsel for respondents and examined

5. The Taw 1is now well settled that Tribunal
considering chalienge to discipliinary proceedings under

A
PR Y




the relevant rules and consequential punishment order

view by the very naturs is very
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ate authority. We can interfere

of administrative appel

with the penalty order only if the inguiry proceedings

ed by any cne of the reasons T1ike the
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proceedings are found to be in violation of statutory
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justice. None of these grounds have been raised in the

pleadings or - brought toc our notice. The courts can
interfere only if the penalty order suffers from

There 18 not even a whisper of that aspect
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in the present case before us. . The court can also

is a8 case of no evidence. In the

ot
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interfere if i
present case the applicant had clearly admitted all the
allegations of misconduct levellad against him in the
harge sheet served on him. Once the charged official
accepts the allegation of misconduct as given in the
charge sheet, there is no legal infirmity on the part of

Inquiry OTfficer and Discipliinary Authority to hold that

the charge stands proved. Congidering the charge of

without permission / leave for Tong pericd, discheying
the orders of his superior officers, being negligent 1in

-

performance of duty, the challenge of the appiicant to

guantum of penalty 1is aliso found without any Tlegal
ground. The Tribunal cannot interfere with the guantum

n
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