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IN THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TR IBUNAL : HYDERABAD

AT HYDERABAD

R,A,No, 35/97
in

BENCH

Date of

" Q.A.N0,1179/93 Oorder s 6,3,98
BETHEEN:
B,Suryanarayana Murthy .s Appl%cant.
Aﬁﬁ .
1, Senior Divisional Mechanical Engineer, ‘
‘ 5.CRly,, Vijayawada, !
éiiDiviSienal Railway Manager, E_
S.C.Rly., Vijayawada,
3. Chief Mechanical Ehginegr, i :
5,C.Rly., Secunderabad, : .o gesgﬁndentsh ‘
Coeunsel for the Applicant . .. Mr!G.v.Subba Rae
Counsel for the Respendents ; oo Mr/C.V.Malla Reddy
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Heard Mr,G.V.Subba Rae,

and Mr.C;V.Malla Reddy, learned s@?ﬁding ceunsel £

respondents,
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2, The applicant in the OA has filed this RA to|review

the order dated 3.,1.97.

3. In the said OA the applicant had challenged %he a der

’

ef his dismissal en the ground ef“ﬁis unauthor ised| absence

proeved in a disciplinary preceeding held against him, In the
disciplinary proceedings the applicant theugh served with the -
memorandum of charges remained - abseént and the endquiry officer

had no other alternative buﬁ te cencliude the'prbceqﬂings ex-parte,

4, Tpg reSpoﬁdents whi;e filing‘the reply‘had'groduced the

xeréx copies of the pestalracknowlédgennnt to shmwythat’the applicaqt
was infact Served with the memorandum of charges and also a notice
of intimation Sent by the enquiry officer fixing the enquiry;gzg '

a particular date, The applicant had not cheéosen to ebey the

notice,

5. ¥hile considering various grounds raised in the OA and

relying upon the postal acknowledgé@gnts\ang other decuments

produced by the respondents we formed an opinion that the
applicant QellpPerately LCHaiacu GWETHL Qi —...-.-.-—--!,.‘ T ——

proceedings to cornclude ex-parte ard imfact he haélchallenged the

said oxder after a lapse of nearly 6 years and @ddg Thus we¢é§¥§ﬁL

S

no merits in the OA and we dismissed the same.
6, Now the applicant has filed this applicatio? on the ground
that the documents praduced by the respondents Wer? forged and

he had not signed these documents, . The applicant plso filed an

MA for summoning the original documents,

Te According ly an employee of the réilways by mame Shri M,
Sharif came before this Tribunal Qﬁ 6‘3-98‘With?ﬁﬁ° original
records. The applicant Qaé‘alse ?resent. Thelf%Spondents
confronted the original postal ac&nowledgement under which the

memerandum of charges and netice éf enquiry were |[Served on him,
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dispute his signatgres on the p@Stal aclmowledgeméiats. Further

the leamed counsel for the applicant persuaded us to eobtain the
Specimen signature ef the applicant and then te compare the

, t :
admitted signature of the applicant with the signatures appearing
, ‘ , .

the s3id contention, fer this Tribural cannet take the role of an
handwriting expert to compare the s:'.i‘:gnatures of the applicant
with these appearing on tlhe postal .‘ac‘:knowledgemen‘jts_ More over
review application is of limited‘ixé nature, What the applicant
has‘ te maintain 1is that there is an‘_l error ap];;;:ent- on record o©r
ghat he was not able to preduce seme fresh miterial which inspite
of his sincere efforts could net do .:se.‘ It is 61’.’:-1y under such

circumstances alone review petitier can be ,entertaﬂ:ed.
‘.1
9. From the material placed on record we took t\he decision

properly and we are of the opinion that there are no merits dn

the RA., Hence the RA is/ therefore, dismissed, No cpsts.
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B _JAT PARAMESHWAR ) - { R.RAIGARAJAN )
D-bmber (Tudl.) | Meaber (Admn, )
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Dated ; 6thiMarch, 1998

Dictated in Open Court )
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