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IN THE CENI RAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL 
JAIPUR BENCH, JAIPUR 

O.A. No. 414/94 
T.A. No. 

199 

DATE OF DECISION 30 · 10 · 95 

s-u-j-e--t•-d-a-r-3-i--rcg-lo-----------Peti tioner 

Mr.s~~D~i~,---------
___ Advocate for the Petitiooar (s) 

Versus 

___ Respondent 

Mr. E:. N. s!_Lh!.bl-'-"i.!!mL"aL,!l~---------Advocatc for the Respondent ( s) 

tueHon'bleMr. Gop;;:,l I~rishna, Vice Cho.irrno.n 

The Hon'ble Mr. 0. P. Shc:.rma, Me-mbet- ( Adm) 

i. '\Vhether Reporters of local papers may be alioweJ lO soe th~ Judgement r YtJ . 
2. To be referred to the R"'parter or not ? "fCJ . 

3. Whether their Lordships wish to ~~;, the fair copy of the Judgement 1 N-t~ , 

4. Wh"ther it needs to be cir~uhted to other Benches of thg Tribunal ? Ho , 

--ro.PG.Ja) 
Member(Adm) Vice Chairman 
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IN THE CENTRAL ADMINISTPATIVE TPIBUNAL, JAIPUP BENCH, JAIPUR. 

O.A.No.414/94 Dt. of order: 30.10.1995 
' 

SujendaL· Singh Applicant 

Vs. 

Union of India & Ors. Eespondents 

Mr.S.K.Jain : Counsel for applicant 

Mr. K .l~. Shr imal Counsel for respondents 

CORAM: 

Hon'ble Mr.Gopal .~rishna, Vice Chairman 

Hon'ble Mr.O.P.Sharma, Member(Adm.) 

PEF~ I-ION' BLE MP..GC)PAL I~PISI-H1J.Iq VICE C[-Ll.\IPMAN. 

\ t . 

Applicant Su j en dar Singh in this application under Sec. 19 

order Ann~.Al dated ~9.1.93 b7 which the disciplinary authority 

imposed upon him the penalty of ·::ompulsol.·y L·=t L:.:o-m•:o-nt as also 

the order - ·'-
a~ Ann~.A~ dated 30.9.93 by which 

penalty imposed was upheld by tha appellate authority. 

2. The case of the applicant is that while he was serving as a 

Postal Assistant in tiE: I-Jea•J Post Offic•:o- at }\lVYar, he Has serv.:?d 

with a charge sheet dated 1~.3.9~ (Annx.A3) for majory penalty. 

The applicant filed his r•:o-ply i:.o th·=- charg·:o- sh·=-·=t on 16.4.92 

denying the charges against him vide Annx.P~. An Inquiry Officer 

was appointed vidE Anm:.l.J,7. On 15.6.92, the plea of .the 

applicant was recorded vide Annx.A8. The contention of the 

applicant is that th~ respondents committed grave illegality in 

conducting the enquiry 2:·: part= .::,9ainst him, sine•? th·:? date 

fix•2d foJ: proce·=ding against th·= applicant on 27.7.92 Has not 

communicated to him. However on ~7. 7. ~>:2, docum.:o-nts .u.:o-r·= tal:-:?n on 

reco~d and the enquiry was adjourned to 3.8.9~ which date also 

was not communicated to the applicant. The applicant has 

therefore pleaded that the enquiry proceedings having been 

conduct~d ex parte are liable to be set aside as an opportunity 

YKM~t~ to c:;:oss examinE the vJitn.=s.s·~e. Has denied to him o.nd the enquiry 
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was conduct~d and concluded 111 haste ~esulting in th~ imposition 

of the penalty upon him. 

3. The ~espondants howevac have stated 1n theic reply that the 

applicant attended the enguir7 on 13.7.9~ and submitted an 

that h~ was b~ing advised by his Doctor for 

hospitalisation. It is also stat~d that he had n~ither submitted 

any fc,r ru:. l.- submitted any sick 

certificate. An intimation ~egarding postponement of enquiry to 

ther.;o..:.n t h.~ t th.:o- VJh.;re.=,boLltS - ·'= 1_1 .L n.::ot J:no~,rn. 

The main cc.nl:.;.ntion of l:h.; r.sst:.ot-,cl,;.nts is i:ha.t the apf·licant 

l:actics I: he C•f enquiry 

p~oceedings. 

4. We have heard the learn~d counsel for th~ parties ancl have 

carefully gone through the records of the case. 

c: 
J. point for is the letters 

intim.=,ting th.;. d.:tt.;s ff:.:.;.d by th.;. InquiL"y Offic·sr for .enquiry on 

27.7.9~ and 3.8.9~ were rec~iv~d by th~ applicant o~ served upon 

endo~s;.ment on th~s~ l~tters produced befor~ us b7 ths lsarnsd 

clat~::o. So th·= InquiL-y Offic·=-~ could not h.s.ve J:noHn .:;,n ~7.7.9~ 

ancl 3.8.9~ that th~ l~tters have been serv~d on the applicant or 

justifi.;.d, Ct. 3 1:, 11 3 • 8 • 9 ~ 1 witnesses ~see examined and the 

no i:o .;.xamin.;. th.sm. The 
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ground f~om the stage an opportunity to cross axam1ne the 

prosecution witnesses was denied to the &pplicant. 

imposing upon the applicant th~ penalty of compulsory r;tirement 

da t r; d ~ g • l . g ::_', ( A 1- ·- "' 11 1 ) -- IlL- •" and the order of the appellate authority 

(
11 1_1_ •• "A')) 
L-l I I -·- • - - - ara her;by s;t aside with the dir~ction 

that the enquiry shall now proce;d &fresh from the stage &fter 

rr~cording - .c 
I_) J_ c'n 3. 8. 9~ 

wit n.::ss ::::::. on th·= bas is 0 f t hr; i )_- stat ,;m,; (! ts a 1 r .;.:;,ely rr;c.:,rcl.;d. 

\ 

cons id:;r in~~ I::. he ,;vi.:l;nc.~ and 

disciplinary author i l::.y shall pctS:3 .:, fL·,;sh ord,;r in accordanc2 

with law. 

costs. 

CrkMR~ 
( Gopal Krishna) 

Member(Adm) Vice Chairman. 


