
IN THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL, JAIPUR BENCH, JAIPUR. 

O.A No.291/95 Da t e c. f .;:, rde r : 8'j \ J" '2.en:r'J · 
Fh.::.eol, R,'o Vill.Needhai.· Da, Distt. 

1. 

2. 

' Laddu, s ./ t) Sh.Ram 

Sawai Mci.dhopur, last em.i;:.loyed as Gangman (TS) • 

••• Applicant. 

Vs. 

Union of India through General Manager, Western Rly, 

Churchgate, Bombay. 

Sr.Divisional Engineer(III), W.Rly, f~c. ta Division, 

Kota. 

3. Asstt.Engineer W.Rly, Sawaimadhopur • 

••• Respondents. 

Mr.Shiv Kumar - Counsel for the. a~plicant. 

Mr.Manieh Bhandari - Counsel fer respondents. 

CORAM: 

Hon'l:.le Mr.S.f~.Agarwal, Judicial Member 

Hon'ble Mr.Ge.pal ::.ingh, AdministratiTJe Member. 

FER H0N'BLE MR.S.K.AGARWAL, JUDICIAL MEMBER. 

In this Original Application'filed under Sec.19 of the 

Administrative Tribunale Act, 1985, the applicint makes a 

prayer tc. 0:1uash and set asid~ th.e im.i;:.ugned lHP dat.ed .:::.::.B.S11) 

inflicting the penalty c.f remc.~ .. 211 f::::.:.m service and order 

passed by the appellate authority by whi~h the appeal filed by 

the applicant wae di srni ssed with all .::c.nse.:jl.ient ial benefits. 

2. In brief facts 0f the case as stated by ~he ~pplicant 

are that the appl ic.3.nt was initially enga·;Jed. c0n th;: pc.3: of 

Gangman ·=·n :2-1.4 • .:'.-1 and wa.: gra'nted tempc0rary stat•Js w.e.f. 

2: .. 1.s: .. It is e.tat•~d that the appli 0::ant wae served with a 

charge sheet for majcr penalty alleging that he had 0btained 

empl-:.yment by fabricating b.:.gus service •::ard and he thereby 

played fraud with the department. It is sta te~l ,: h:t t: enquiry 

was not c0nducted as per rules, no witness was examined, the 

' applicant was nc·t supc.li.:d with a -cc·r:·Y of the enquiry re;·ort 
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decided on 12~5.2000, has dealt with identical matter and the 

instant case i.s also squarely co·1ered ty the abo7e decision. 

In the instant case alsc. the applicant was C•nly a temporary 

f', ta tus holder Gangman, who was remc.ved from service, after 

conducting a detailed enquiry. Therefor~, we do not find any 

infirmity in the impugned order of removal from service of the 

applicant and the 0:0rder r;assed by the appellate authority, 

rejecting the appeal of the applicant, against the impugned 

order- c.f removal. Therefore, the applicant has nc. case and 

this O.A devoid of any merit is liable to be dismiseed. 

7. We, therefc.re, dismiss the o.A with no order as to 

costs. 

faiM. 
(S.K.Agarwal) 

Member •(A) • Meii1ber ·( J) • 
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