
IN THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL 
JAIPUR BENCH, JAIPUR 

O.A. No. 
T.A. No. 

C.L.Tomar 

~C.B.Sharma 

182/2002 

Versus 

Union of India & Ors. 

199 

DATE OF DECISION ____ ,_~ 

Advocate for the Petitiover (s) 

-------:-___________ Respondent 

Mr.T.P.Sharma Ad t c h R d ( ) ---------------~/'~ voca c 1or t e espon ent s 

'fh.;;Hon'bl~:tdr. ,Justice G.L.Gupta, Vice-Chairman, 

TheHon'bleMr. A.P.Nagrath, Member (A). 

I. Whether Reporters of focal p~piu·s may bo allowed to soe the Judgement ? 

2. To be refel'red to th11 R~porter or not ? 

3. Whether their Lr>rJsilips wish to .see the fair c::;py of the Judgement? 

4. Wheih~r it ne'1JG le bo cir~!!hted to otll.::r Beinche~ of th& Tribunal ? 

(A.P.NAGRATH) 
MEMBER(A) 

(G.L.GUPTA) 
VICE-CHAIRMAN 
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CENTRAL A[MINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL . 
JAIPUR BENCH, JAIPUR 

DATE OF DECISION : ,, ·")... ' c>l\ ' () _3 

C•IUGINAL APPLICATK•N N•). li::'.2/'.::00:2. 

C.L.Tomar son ·~f Shri Puran Singh aged about 4:. years, resident of 
Quarter N•').•'.:08.:.1 E.Railway Colony, Gangapur City presently working as 
E'.ection Engineer (Spedal Works) Western Railway, Gangapur City. 

• • • Applicant • 

Versus 

1. Union of India, through General Manager, Western Railway, 
Churchgate Mumbai. 

~. Divisfonal Railway Manager, Western Railway, Kota Division, Kota. 

3. Senior Divisional Engineer (N), Western Railway, Kota. 

4. Seni·')r Divisional Engineer (H.rJ.) Western Railway, Kc.ta. 

5. Shri rt1irendra Parasar, in:Juiry officer and Assistant Engineer 
(North) Kota. 

Mr.C.B.Sharma l'.:'ounsel for the applicant. 
Mr.T.P.Sharma counsel for respondents. 

CORAM : 

Hon'ble Mr •. Justice G.L.Gupta, Vice-Chairman. 
Hon'ble Mr.A.P.Nagrath, Administrative Memt..:r. 

0 RD ER 

(Per Hon'ble Mr.Justice G.L.Gupta) 

• •• Respondents. 

The i::hallenge in this OA is to the charge sheet dated 1.;l.11.1997 

(Anne:rnre A-1) and the letter dated ::7.(•2 • .:.C•Ol (Annexure 1 ... -~;). 

2. It is averred that the applicant was wc•d:ing as Chief 

Inspector of Worl:s, Gangapur City. On 18.03.E¥;if. a charge sheet was 

., 
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served up:m him. Enquiry was c.-:mducted against him and penalty of 

rem:wal was imposed vide .:mJer d3ted '.::-1.05.10~•9. That order of 

penalty was challenged by the applicant by filing C1A No. 51l:'E•99. 

The case for the applicant herein is that the resr;ondents have issued 

the charge sheet impugned in this OA for the same charge which was 

included in the earlier charge sheet. The say of the applicant is 

that no .:::harge sheet could ·be issued for the same charge which has 

already 1.:-een en:.iuired into and for whio:'h the applicant has been 

punished. 

? .... In the counter, the resp:mdents case is that the matter of 

inclusion of one charge in· the impugned charge sheet shall l:e 

considered by the Disciplinary Authority while deciding the case. 

4. We have heard the learned counsel for the . :i;:arties and 

perused the documents placed on record. In the charge sheet (Annexure 

A-1) issued to the applicant on ::.:J.ll.19~i7, 0::ine of the charges is 

regarding mis conduct in the sur-ervision ·'.:If W•')rk of construction c·f 8 

N.:-os. Axle counter rooms EETWEEN 2.ECTIC•NS FIW-KRLS of Kota Division 

vide c:ontrar:t agreement Ho. w/::cXil:'T dated 15.o::.1~•91. It is seen 

that the same •:::harge of mis-conduct and supervision is included in the 

charge sheet Annexure A-2 dt. 1:3.3.96. It is further seen that the 

Enquiry Officer has agreed with the objectio:m of the 

~~ 
applicant and 
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viae his letter dated 27.02.~001 (Annexure A-5), he stated that Charge 

No.4 in Artcle No.I in the present charge sheet was the same as was 

Charge N . .,.1.0.0 of the earlier ·:::harge sheet. The Disciplinary 

Auth::irity in its letter.dated 27.((:.2001 (Anne:rnre A-3) has informed 

the Enquiring Authority to prc.o::eed with the en:.iuiry and the mattei:: 

regarding re~Eated charge W.')Uld be considered while deciding the case. 

5. It is thus not in dispute that one of the charges, already 

en::_iuired into, has been included in the charge sheet impugned in this 

OA. It would have been· better ·fcir the Competent Authority to have 

r;:assed ai;:-propriate order on the ietter dated 27 .02.2001 (Anne:mre A-5) 

written by the En::_iuiring Authority. Instead,.the Competent Authority 

has kept the matter pending till the matter was decided finally. 

Since there is no dist:tite on the facts that Charge No.~ was also the 

subject matter of the charge sheet Annexure A-3, we think it 

appr • .,priate to dispose of the matter giving the directions to the 

Competent Authority to r;:ass appropriate order with res~ect tc· Item 

No.4 of the charge. 

6. It may be stated that the learned counsel for the appl ii::ant 

did not press the prayer (i) of para 8 of the o,A. during the course 

of arguments, exce~t to the extent stated above. 

7. Consequently, the respondents particularly the Competent 
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Authority is directed t.:) consider the re::iuest of the Enquiring 

Authority made in (Annexure A-:.) with regard to Item No.4 of the 

charge sheet and P3SS appropriate cirder within a tericd of two months 

frcm the date 1:if communication of this 1".:lrder. 

8. No order as to costs. 

(A. P~) 
MEMBER (A) 

B. 

(G. L. GTJPI'A) 
VICE CHAIRMAN 


