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IN THE CERTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TFIBUNAL, JAIPUR BENCH, JAIRPR m

N
0.A,No,693/92 Dt, of order: 16.2_.1994
Smt, Nathi I Applicant
| \ Vs.
Union of India & Ors, ¢ Respondents

Nope present on behalf of any of the parties.
CORAM:
Hon'ble Mr.Justice D,L.Meht3, Vice Chairmdn,
Hon'ble Mr,0.P.Sharm3, Membher (Adm.)

PER HON'BLE MR,JUETICE D.L,MEHTA, VICE CHAIRMAN,

None present on beh2lf of @ny of the parties, The appli-
cant was convicted hy the learned Judicial Magistrate unler Sec,3
of the Rajlway Property (Un-lawful Poscession) Act and he was
sentenced, The applicant preferreid 3n aonpeal a8npd the sentenée
imposed was suspenied. The applicant was called upon vide show
cause notice dated 13.1,34 (Annx.A2) to show caise why the penalty
of dismissgal or removal from service is not imposed on him because
of the conviction., The appiicant filé the apped]l apd the sentence
was sugpended, | |
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2. The Dy.CME(CIW) removed the applicant from Service vide
order datad 14,2.,34, The anplicant filed an appeal to the Addi=-
tional CHME which wés‘rejected. The applicant ha@s challenged the
order anl prayed that the respondents be directed to pay 2/3rd
DCRG and Pensinn or compassisnate gfant allowance, PRegirding
the pendency of the anpedl, the apnlicant submitted that on
Acconnt of famine he w33 out of the State anl he could not file

the anpeal in time.

3. It will not bhe out of place to mention here that conviction
ard sentence @re two iniepz=rndent causes, The Court only suspenyied
the sentence imposed on the applicant ard not the conviction. The
conviction remains\and during the pendency of the conviction the
Disciplinary Auathority or 8 competent @uthority c3an p3ss the
order of dismiss2l or removial on the ground of conviction., This
view hd@s heen anprovad hy the varisus Courtzs in various decisions.
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4, As far as the present case is conCerned, the applicant's
conviction .in thics case has been m3intained by the Appellate
Court and only the sentence of imprisonment has been red-iced till
rising of the court. A person who has been committed theft of
the public property is not antitled for any symp2thetic consi-
deration @ni the 2ctisn t3aken by the compatent anthority is well

within his jurisdiction. .

5, In the result we do not find any force in the 0,A, and the

sAme is dismissed with no order as to costs.
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Member(A), Vice Chairman,




