IN THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL : HYDERA+
. - AT HYDERABAD

ORIGINAL APPLICATION NO.86/95
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DATE OF ORDER : 10=12-1996,

U S R S N AL W e S e S e e de e okl AT AU A SR W G R A W

Betwean :-

M.Nagaraja Rao
¢os Applicant
And
1, Sr.Divisional Mechanical
Enginser, SC Rlys, Hubli.

2. Divisional Railway Managar,

3. Gengral Manager, SC Rlys,
Rail Nilayam, Sec'bad,

4, Loco Foreman, Loco Shed,
SC Rlys, CUgstle Rock,

5. Asst.Mechanical Engineer (Loco),
SC Rlys, Hubli Division, Hubli,

eve RESDDﬂdBﬂt%

Counsel for the Applicant : Shri G.V.Sub

-Counsel for the Respondents : Shri K.Sive

CORAM: B

THE HON'BLE JUSTICE SHRI M.G.CHAUDHARI

‘am

THE HON'BLE SHRI H.RAJENDRA PRASAD 3.

(Order per Hon'ble ghri Justice MG Ch+ ;

Shri G.V.Subba Res for the applicant. |
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was appointed as a Jr.Clerk in Pspsenal Branch aﬂ Kazipet on
compassionate ground gf 9-7-§U as higs father diad in harnass.

was transferred to Hubli on 14-4-81 onmutual transr L.

ramoved from service for unauthorised. absence on

re-engaged as a fresh entrant frum_ﬁ-B-BSﬁﬁhan hT

ol
on 1-11-83 onwards for unauthorised absence wha TaT again re-

instated as fresh entrant on 20-1-88, According

memo’ asthe applicamt again remasinad unauthorised|

21-1-88 onwsrds till 12-4-88he had committed thp

duct and the Disciplinary Enquiry was commenced,

-

Se

However the applicant approached this Tribunal qt

the OA was dismissed as prematurs. Thereafter &hé

rity also confirmed the penalty of rémouai with
Again the applicant apbraachad this Tribﬁnal whi
0A 294/90 directed to proceed with aﬁquiry from
ing a copy of the enquirf repqrt to the applican
‘ccpy of the Enguiry Report was Purnishe& tolthe
enquiry was proceeded with by am Enquiry Office

order dt.26-7=94,

Be The applicant gubmitted a reply to the ¢

instead of offering proper explanation he raisef

that the charge mamo was maaﬁingﬂless and baaahf%

that he had in fact worked on 20-1-88 and 21-1138

mention of these 2 dates 6n the chafige memo show s

False-aﬁd fabricated meno.

efi

{ch, by order!

én thae charg

brodedbey

The career of the applicant has not been Jery keppils He

|

e (b

!

He

Fas again r
]

|

|
! |
The enquiry indeed was conducted and comgléted on 13-Er88.

that stage
appellete

fect From J

t#e stage of
tjs
|

applicant an

harge memo an

Thereafta

T
?ppointad b%

the content

00004.

He ua%

b-d 82 and L
E

A

i

absent fro%

mpi—————u-—m—

that it u%s a

moved

alleged miaLcon-

%ut

autho-

5-11=88,

in

furnish=

r the

ons

s and mareLr s tated

|
and thersPFre the



At the enquiry the applicant was axamiAe4 by the
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Enquiry Officer, In his svidence the applicawkialthough denied
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gither in the explanation to charge memo nor in
It is now statsd that on 21=B=B8 the applicant
was sant to the Hospital with the Railway Prote
that circumstances it cannct be

and in view ot

absence was un-gxplained., It is diﬁpicult to t

these additional facts straightaway at this stage
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C.A.86/95

To
1.

2

3.

4.

5.
6.
7.

8.

9.

The

8C Rlys, Hubli.

The

5C Rlys, Hubli,

Tne General Manager, wC Rlys,
Railnilayam, Secunderabad.

The

The
SC

One
One
One

One

pVme.

SC Rlys, Castle Rock.

Sr.bivisional Mechanical Engineer,

Divisional Railway Manager,

Loco Foreman, Loco shed,

Assistant Mechmnical Engineer, (Loco) | .

Rlys, Hubli Division, Hubli.
copy to Mr, G.V.Subba Rao, Advocate, CAT.Hyq.

copy to Mr . K.siva Reddy, 5C for Rlys, CAT.Hyd,
copy to Library, CAT,Hyd,

spare copy.
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