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Hee.rd the learned counsel for the parties. '!Jhe .3.pplican• 

remained abse.nt for 89 days is an s.dmitted case of berth the 

parties. The applicant ·was ch=i.rged that why he rerna:.ned absent 

for 89 d·::.tys without submitting applicaticn of leave. The 

applicant was examined .~n the enquiry and he: s 1ibn:itted that he 

has not submitted any appljcation and admitted that he reamined 

absent because he was sick and he got tre~tment from 3. private 

doctor/ and submitted thi? certific.:i.te tc• th8 Railway Doctor 

when he rE>sumcd duty. The certificate w.:i.s f·::>r obtaining a 

fitness certificate • 

2. The certificate: or the c.:,py of the CErtific.::te ·~r any 

msdical bill had not be~n produced during the enquiry. It is 

the admitted p1:>s it ion that the applicant .w.s.s posted ·3.t Ajmer 

and there is a big R:i.ilway H•:,spit.~l. Why thE- .:i1:·~=·l ic1nt pre ferr191 

ti::1 get the tr.s.:i.tment from the pri,.rate: doct:::•r is r?·:'lt cle&r. 

Ap~rt fr·:im that if the correctness h.';l.s to be assessed then the 

que~tion of prescription and purchase bill of m=di·:ints will 

also arises. Ho purcha..5e bill of rnedicines or pre:scripti•.,n has 

been produced by the applic.;;.nt during the enquiry. The mere 

submissic•n th.:..t he produced be fore the Railway Doctor the 

ce:rt ificate of fitness of .31. private doctor is not sufficient. 

The CE:rt ific::i.te of fitnesE". and cert ifi.::ate of treatn-.:nt are 

difft::rent. They c•:i.nr.1.•x be c·:·nsidi::red as the same. Mr. Kaushik 

also submits that his client has been p1mished in .s. way which 
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1:f.:..vJ. (I~ 
can be excessive, improf~r and arbitrar1. 

{\ 

3. In th~ inst.ant ca.=-e, it is a case ·:>f wilfull absence 

and unauthorised absence. we feel tlEi.t the: f.=i.cts statt::d while 

during th.:: c·:m.rse: of the: _en•1uiry were not correct. We .:Jo n.::•t 

fin.:1 force in this OA. we cc:.nnot substitute the punishrrent. 

<::/\ is dismis:sed. No ordE:r as to costs. 

f.ftiw/) / 
(P .P. 3RIVASTA.Vi0 

l·t=mber (A) vice-Chairman 


