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IN THE CENTRAL ADMINISTR TIVE TRIBUNAL, JAIPUR BENCH, JAIPUR.

- 0.A No 133/95 - ' - ‘Date of order gj )g,a-a)

’ Fatte, S/o Shri Gyars1a, R/o Vlll Mavali, Post Karwari,

'Bayana, Bharatpurnlast employed under PWI(CTR), Hindaun

...Appllcant.

|
| . .
j Vs.

1. - Unlon of . India’éhrougtheneral.Manager, Western Rly}-
| 'Churchgate, Bombay.
2. . Sr. D1v1s1onal Englneer(N), W. Rly, Kota D1v1s1on, Kota.
| 3.>_ . Asstt. Englneer Wi Rly, Bharatpur.

; .Q.Resppndents.
, : : ] ) i

Mr.Shiv Kumar - Counsel;for the applicant.
Mr.Manish Bhandar1 - Counsel for respondents.

l

Hon'ble Mr.S.K. Agarwal, Jud1c1alnMember

Hon'ble Mr Gopal Singh, Administrative_Member. T

.PER HON'BLE MR.S. K. AGARWAL: JUDICIAL MEMBER

.In th1s Original. Appl1cat1on f1led under Sec 19 of" the'

<Adm1n1strat1ve TrlbunJls Act, 1985, the appllcant ma<cs 2

:prayer to ‘quash -and set aside the 1mpugned order dated 9.11. 9:.

(Annx Al) by wn1ch tHe penalty of~removal from service and
order passed by the appellate authorlty by Wthh the appeal'

flled by the appllcant was dlsmlssed w1th all consequent1al

e .
| r

benefits. 'h - ‘f

g

2. : In brlef facts of the case as stated by the appllcant

_are that the appl1cant was 1n1t1ally engaged as 'substltute

Gangman on 25.1.84 and after. screening -test. and medical

'exaanatlon he was regularly appo1nted oh the post of Gangman

: i
~on 25.7. 84 It is stated that the appl1cant was - served w1th a

charge sheet for majgr penalty- alleglng that he had obtained

g employment by fabr1c4t1ng bogus serv1ce card and he thereby
played fraud w1th the department. It is stated that enquiry .

' was not conducted as;per rules,zno witness was examined; the

\
No-

- -

j:“'y gr.



“a -

e

,'a‘

appllcant was not supplled W1th a copy of the enqulry report _

in advance for mak1ng representatlon,_etc and respondent No. 3

w1thout appllcatlon of m1nd,:1mposed the penalty of removal-

from serv1ce v1de the 1mpugned 'order dated 9. 11. 91. 'The

appllcant flled 0. A ﬂo 63/93, Fatte Vs. UOI & Ors, before thls

_Tribunal, which was dlsposed of v1de order dated 6.5. 94 W1th

the d1rect10n to the respondents to dec1de the appeal on
l
merlt. Thereafter, the appl1cant preferred an appeal whlch was

rejected It 1s stated that the charge sheet is vague and the

|
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enquiry off1cer d1d not coPduct the enqulry in accordance with
the rules and precedures.}It is also stated that there was no
requ1rement of any serv1ce.card for employment, therefore, the

f l

1mpugned order was passed w1thout appllcatlon of m1nd and the

appellate author1ty also rejected the appeal'arb1trar1ly and

,w1thout appllcat1on of mlnd, therefore, the,applicant filed

s

the O.A for the relief as |above.

3. Reply was filed. In the reply, it is statedfthat the

'.appl1cant was engaged 1n'the year 1984 on- the basis of she:

| ;o

. fact. that he worked earller in the Ra1lways and for proof the

applicant ‘was requlred to furn1sh his earlier job card which

was a precondition and the'a?plicant furnished the job card
which - on enquiry was found bogus. It .is stated that the
applicant was issued with'a'memorandum of charge sheet and

‘after: follow1ng the proper 'procedure/rules, the Enquiry

Offlcer found the appllcant gullty and in pursuance of the

|

enqu1ry report, the appllcant was removed from service vide .-

the 1mpugned order dated 9 11, 91 It 1s also stated that after -

N

-ver1f1cat1on the charge sheet was 1ssued to those whose
.serv1ce cards were found bogus Therefore, the appllcant has no

ncase-for ;nterference'by this. Tr1bunal and . -this O.A devoid of

any merit. is liablé to be dlsm;SSedu
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_;?""V 4, . ~ Heard the 'learned' counsél for. the parties and also
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‘perused the whole record.

—

'decided-on 12.5- 2000,

6.Ae This-

1nstant case

-In the 1nstant case als<

status holder Gangman,

has

1s also squ

Trlbunal 1n 0 A

»who

conductlng a detalled enqu1

1nf1rm1ty in

the 1mpugne

arely covered by the above dec1sion.r

No 290/95, Chhltar Ns. UOI & 0Ors,

dealt w1th 1dentlcal matter and the

o) the.appllcant was only a temporary

was removed from serv1ce,

ry. Therefore, we do not £ind any

d order of removal from serv1ce of the

!
appllcant and the order passed by the appellate author1ty,

rejectlng the appeal o

order of removal.

th1s 0.A dev01d of any-

- Wervy therefore,

Member (A).

Therefore,
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S
rdism

£ the appllcant,

agalnst the 1mpugned

the appllcant has no case and

ey

mer1t is llable to be d1smlssed.

iss the -O.A w1th no order as to

. /
(S.K.Agarwal)

'Member (J) .-



