Cantral Administrative Tribunal
Principal Bench,New Delhi

Do[‘\o NOQ 599/95
New Delhi, this the 4th Day of April, 19954

HON' BLE SHRI J.P.SHARNA,NENBER“(J)
HON'BLE 9HRI KoKUTHUKUM: R MEFBER )

Shri SeNeKapoor

g/o Shri Be JKapoor

P.‘J.Io,

Moradabad, Applicant,

(By Shri O.N.Moorli, Advocate)

a Versus

1. Chisf Engineer,
Northern Railway Headquarters,
Baroda House,
New Delhi- 110 001.

2, Additional Divigional Rajlvay [anager
(Shri T.E.Kalrag,
Northern Railwaym
Moradabad, Respondents

(By none)

DRDE R (ORAL )

HIN'BLE SHRI J.P.aH:RMA, MEMBER (J)

In a disciplinary departmental enguiry unds:r Railuay
Service (Discipline & Appsal) Rul=s, 1968, the applicant
was imposed a punishment of WIT for .ne year by D.3.%,
Moradabad vide order dated 21,12.1991,

It appears that the competent authority suo-moto took
action and issued a notice to the aspplicant calling upon
him to shoWw cause in uriting as to why enhanced penalty

should not ba imposed upon him, The applicant submittad the
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representation against  the said show ciuse notics on

Bth May, 1992, The said representation was disposed of

by the competent authority vide order dated 24th depte bar,
1993 rejscting the representat ion and passing sn order that
tha punishment earlier awarded to the applic:nt by the Goedela
vide order dated 21st Deceubar, 1931 of withholding WIT

for one year is enhanced to WIT for threc years.

3. Aggrieved by this order, the applicant preferred an
appeal bafore the Chief Engineer, Northern Railuazy on 10th
January, 1994 and also sent remindar: thoreafter. When the
applicant did not get any reply, he filed this applicstion
on 27th March, 1995 and he prayed for the grant of the r:lief

that the punishment order dated 21st Decembar, 1931 and
24th September, 1993 be quashed and further praysd that

in the circumstancszs of the case direct the respon:ent WNo,

1 to dispose of the appeal within a month and may pass such
other and further orders as it may deem fit and proper in
the circumstances of the case, and order the grant of arrears
of pay with interest at 18% per annum, togsther with costs
of this application, be awarded,

4, e have heard Shri O.Ne.Moorli counsel for tha zpplicant
in detail and ws have pointed out that tha relief priyed for
is not in consonance with the prayer made in pare No, 8 of
the relisf clause, However, the lesrned counsel prayasd that
the appeal filed by the applicant be disposed of -s he had
alrzady made reminders to the competent zuthority for

disposing of his appeal and the same has not bezn replizd,.
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5 The respondemts are under statutory duty to disposs

of the appeal of the applicent uwithin specified period

with whatever observation desired by the compstent authority
after going through the records and by detziling ths reasons
of digpasal of the appeal in the order itself. The prasent
application,’ tharefore, can be disposed of without
interfering with the orders of punishment with an observation
to tik respondents to dispose of the appeal of the

applicant as expeditiously as possible if any

received in their office or specific reply to the applicant
regarding disposal of the appeal traceable in the officse

as the lsarned counsel for the applicant stated that the

appeal was filed on 10th January, 1994, the same be dis posad
of by a &eaking order within a period of three months
from the date of recsipt of this order,.
64 The application is, therefore, disposed of accordingly
with no order as to costse
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(KeMuthukum=r ) (3.7 harma
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