ral administrative Tribunal
dl Bench: New Delhi

T'rr

C.P. No.202/9% In
O.4. No. 1134/97

Mew Delhi this the l5tﬁ day of Qctober 1999

Hon’kle dMr. Justice V. Rajagopala Reddy, YC (J)
Hon®ble Mrs. Shanta Shastry, pember (A)

J.L. Bindra
s/o shri Rattan 3ingh Bindra
R/fo GH-8/112, Pasc him Yihar,
New Dzlhi.
.. LPetitioner
(By Advocate: Shri S.M. Rattan Paul)

Shri $.C. VYasudeva,

Chief FEnginesr NDZ-IT,

Central Public Works Uepartment
Nirman Bhawan,

New Delhi..

Respondents

(By advocate: shiri Gajendra Giri)

ORDER._(0Oral)

By Reddy. J.=

HMeard the counsel for the petitioner and

the respondents.

5. The C.P. arises out of the order dated
5. 10.98 passed in 0A No. 11%4/97 wherein the
appsllate order under challengein the 0/ was gquashed
and the appellate authority was directed to pass &
apeaking order, discussing =ach of the grounds taken
therein in accordance with the rules and
instructions. It is now complained by the applicant
that though an order has been passed by the
appeallate authority the main ground taken by the

applicant. in the 0A was not considered at all.

Learned boungwl for applicant, rtharefores, aubmits

that the res spondents had deliberately violated the

b
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directions given by the Tribunal. In the counter .

it

affidavit it is. however, averred that the appellate'
authority has discuss@dg all the grounds taken by

the applicant in the 0A.

3. We find that the appellate aAuthority
while disposing of the appeal modified the order of
the Disciplinary Authority ordering réduction of pay-
by  one increment.in the pay scale of the applicant_
with cumulative effect woe.F. 1.11.95. The
contention of the learned counsel that the main
question raised in the 0A, viz; that the applicant
having already been charge-sheeted by the memo dated
14.8.87 and awarded punishment, the respondents
again have now issued the present charge-~sheet dated
13.2.91 and aée seaking to re-open the enguiry that
has already been concluded, has not been considerad

by the Appellate Authority.

4. We do not agree. We have carefully
perused the order passed by the pppellate authority
and the appellate authority in paragraph;é has
clearly dealt with this guestion. In the
circumstances, the contention of the laarnad counsél
for applicant cannot be accepted. C.P. is,
therefore, dismissed. Mo costs. It iz, howewver,
open to the petitioner to file a fresh 0a if he is

aggrieved by the order of the Appellate aAuthority

dated 30.8.99. -
hawnt” k/W’A"W“\/\_JLc

{Mirs. Shanta Shastry) (v. Rajagopala Reddy)
Mambear (A) vice-Chairman (J)

CC.



