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IN THE CENTRAL ADMINIS RATIVE TRIBUNAL,JAIPUR BENCH,JAIPUR. 

* * * 
Date of Decision: \ ~-( ( / 1...~ ( 

OA 620/93 

C.K.Chaturvedi, Asstt.Station Master at Chomu Samodh, Jai~ur 

Division, Jaipur. 
. .. AJ:?plicant 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

versus 

Union of Ind~a through General 

Railway, ChurcJgate, Mumbai. 

Divisional Saflty Officer, W/Rly, 
. I 

Addl.Divisional Rly Manager, 

Dn.,Jaipur. 

Manayer, Western 

Jaipur Dn.,Jaipur. 

vv/Rly, Jaipur 

Operating Manasier, H/Rly, Jaipur 
Sr.Divisional 

Division, Jaipur. 
. .. Respondents 

CORAM: 

HON'BLE MR.S.K.AGARWAL, JUDICIAL MEMBER 

I HON'BLE MR.A.P.NAGRATH, ADMINISTRATIVE MEMBER 

For th.e Applicant 
Mr.Shiv Kumar, proxy counsel 

for Mr.J.K.Kaushik 

For the Respondents 
Mr.Manish Bhandari 

0 R D E R 

PER HON'BLE MR .• A.P.NAGRATH, ADMINISTRATIVE MEHBER 

Applicant has prayed in this OA that maJOr penalty 

charge-sheet SF-5, issued under Rule-9 of the Railway 

Servants (Disciplinle & Appeal) .Rules, 1968, dated 29.5.9U 

(Ann.A/l), and nolice of imposition of penalty thereon 

dated 16.8.91 (Ann.A/2) and further orders in appeal·may Qbe 

declared illegal anb without jurisdiction and he be allowed 

all consequential bLnefits. 
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2 • Facts, as s ta tied by the applicant, are that while 

functioning as Assistant Station Master at Chomu Samodh 

Railway Station of J+pur Division of Western Railway, he 

was served with a major penalty char~e-sheet on 29.5.90 by 

An iny_uiry 
the Divisional Safety Officer (DSO, for short). 

was held and copy of rhe inquiry report was supplied to tbe 

applicant vide letter dated 15. 7. 91. The applicant 

submitted representatlon against the inquiry report and the 

DSO imposed a penaltt of reduction in two sta<jes below in 

l . 
the same time scale ]or a period of two years havin<j effect 

of postponing future increment and seniority. It is stated 

further by the appljicant that his further appeal has been 

rejected. He has chlllenged this action of the respondents 

primarily on the grlund of jurisdiction. He claims to be 

under the administrJtiv~ control of the Senior Divisional 

I Operating Manager and in that manner the DSO has no 

jurisdiction to t1ke disciplinary action a<jainst the 

applicant. 

3. It has further been stated by the applicant that the 

. . I . entire action of thl respondents was based on the report of 

the ADRM ( Respondel No. 3 ) • Since res pond en t No. 3 is the 

senior officer, the action of imposin<::i punishment by the 

officers subordinatl to him cannot be considered le~al. 

4. Heard the learned counsel for the parties. 

5. 

before 

action 

The learned rounsel for the applicanat mainly pressed 

us the question of jurisdiction of the DSO to take 
I 

against the applicant, as DSO had no administrative 

control over the applicant who was the staff of O}:)eratin'::l 

Department. For tJis, he relied on Railway Board's 
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instructions dated 2~.7.62, clarified under letter dated 

16 .10. 7 3 and further J on 4. 8. 9 7. The main point made was 

that the disciplinary action can be initiated and finalised 
' I 

only by the authoritylunder whose 

delinquent employee was workin~. 

administrative control the 

6. The learned c0unsel for the respondents stated that 

in the case of thiJ particular applicant the question of 

The same api:->licant, 
jurisdiction already stood decided. 

Shri c.K.Chaturvedi, had moved OA 37/93, which was decided 

by this Tribunal on i6.ll.95. The same issue was raised in 

that OA. various doduments were placed on record in that OA 

by the respondents + show that the applicant was actually 

working under the a<ll.ministrative control of the DSO. 'l'he 

Tribunal had also tkke11 5-- note of Railway Board's circular 

and had come to . a I conclusion that in the case of the 

applicant DSO was t~e proper disciplinary authority as he 

(DSO) exercised di!rect administrative control over the 

applicant. 
In that view of the matter, this plea of the 

applicant is liable to be rejected in this OA also. 

7. We, therefore, dismiss this OA as devoid of any 

merit. No order as to costs. 

Lr 
(A.P.NAGRATH) 

. l S . K. AGAR~.JAL) 

MEMBER lJ) 
MEMBER (A) 


