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CENTRAL AQrnINiSTRATI\iE TRIBUNAL
Principal Bench

0,A^' No^ 13 46 of^^1997
^  . . .ui« 4.K„ 2000

NdU Oelhi^ dated this the

HON^BLE m7 S.RV
HDN'BLE OR^r \;EOAyALLlV WEnuER (3)
Shri 3ain9
s/o Shri Ploti Ramlp
Stf parcel CjlerkT Northern Railway,
R/o Ki1 Budh ViharT Annlicant
New Oelhi'iilOOAV^ Applicam;

(By Adviocates Shri Romash Gautam)
Mersos

n of India through

-j ^ General i*ianag8rV__
Northern Railway,-
Baroda House7
New oalhi-HOOOTI!

2^^ Sr? Divioional Commercial Manager,
Northern Railway,

NM hi? ' ?? R espond en t8
(None appeared)

ORDgfT

Applicant impugns the disciplinary

authority's oroer dated 20vl2796 (Annexure A-1) and

the appellate authority's order dated 1=174797
(copy annexed with respondents^* affidavit dated
157^9)fi

2^r Appli can t was pro csP ded against departn en tally

vide charge sheet dated 7712795 (AnneXure II) on

three charges"^ in r egard to which the 1^7 in his

report dated 1710796 (Annexure III) held only one
charge to be proved namely that of not maintaining

37N7 Book of NRaFF properly as per procedure on

775f97
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3?. A copy of the report uas furnishgd

to applicant and on receipt of his representationy

the disciplinary authority after considering the

materials on recprdi accepted the r?0?3 findings

and by impugned order dated 20i'12i'96 imposed the

p^alty of reduction in time scale from the stage of

Rs7l 320A in the scale of R3?«Q0S20^ (Rps) to tha
a

stage of Rs^129o/- for one year without posiponing

future incremaits's' Applicant's appeal was rejected

by imputed order dated 11/4/97 resulting in the

present 0^^

4? Ue have heard applicanij^'s counsel Stei

Romesh Gautarn's^ None appeared for respondents"^

51? Shri Gautam has araphasised that applicant

at the relevant time was holding too differ ait jobs

on two platforms, separated at'some distance from

each o ther7 and if at all the FF Book was not properly

maintained it was for the above reasons which were

wholly beyond applicant^'s control'Sl He has also empha-
(

sised that even if the FF Book was not maintainedy
1

no loss was caused to respond en ts^ while the impugned

penalty posts applicant to recurring loss.

6, A perusal of applicant's appeal dated

7,2.97 (Annexure IM) reveals that he had also taken

these grounds 6n the sarae7 but the appellate authority's
C-rtj jy h'c n

or dery|jwhich gives no reason antidoes not discuss the

grounds taken in the appeal^

7. Respondents' own instructions enjoin

that orders of the disciplinary authority/appeallate
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authority should be reasoned orders uhifeh display

proper application of mindV and cpal^ houe^er briefly^

with the points taken by the delinquent in his

defencsT Jflis has not been dona in the impugned

appellate order dated 11,-4.97 and for that reason it

is not sustainable.

8, Under the cir cum stances^ without interfering

with the disciplinary authority''3 order dated 20.12 36

at this stagey we quash and set aside the appellate

auJbhority*s order dated 11/4/97 and remand the case back

to appellate authority for passing a detailed and

reasoned order on applicant's appeal in accordance <Jith

rules and instructions after giv/ing him a reasonable

opportunity of being heard in person within four months

from the date of receipt of a copy of this order^under

intimation to applicant.

9 . The 0 .A . succeeds and is allowed to the extent

contained in paragrap h 5 above.'' No costs,

(or. a. \/e:oa\;alli) . . (s.r. Atoic?)
Member (3) V/ice Chairman (a )


