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CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL
principal Bench '
0.A% NoF 1846 of 1997

Nas Delhij dated this the J ALY 2000

HONTBLE MRS S.Rw ADIGE VICE CHAIRMAN (R)
HON'BLE ORR' A VEDRVALLIY mEMEER (3)

shei RTKS Jain§

s/o shri Moti Remf | 5

sty parcel Cl erky Northemn Railuayy

R/o K=1 /427 Budh Vihary L

New DelhiZ1100 413 Tt Applicant

~(By Adwecates Shri Romesh Gau.bam)

Versus

Unien of India through

17 General Managery
Nor thern Rallwayy
Baroda Housey, .
New Delhi=11000 1%

2% srs pivieional Commercial Managery
Nor thern Railuway,
DRSS Officey ,
New Delhid 5 Respondents

(None. appear ed)

Applicent impugns the disciplinary
au thor i ty?s order dated 20512396 (Annexure A=1) and
the appellate authorityfs order dated 174397
(copy anﬁexed with reSpondents':'-; affigavit dated
15514509) %
24 Applicant was proceeded 3gainst deparimentally
vide charge shaget dated 7312395 (Annexure I1) on |
the ée char998’§ in rqgard"tb which the IE0% in his
repor t dated 17105796 (Annexurse 111) held only one
charg to be proved namaly that of not maintaining

J¥Ns Book of NRFLFF properly as per procedure on

75397 0 -
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35 A copy of the 0 's regport was furnisheg

to applicant and on receipt of his rquesentation?!
the disciplinary authority after considering the
materials on record, accep ted ths IﬁU;s findings

and by Mpugned order dated 20712796 imposed the
penalty of reduction in time scale from the stage of
Rss1320/= in the scale of ReT420022040 (RPS) to the
stage of Re31290/< for one year without po sipon;ng
future incremen tsd Applicanﬁ:—_'.s appedl was rejected

by impugnhed order dated 1‘1/.?4/97 resul ting in ths |
present 0TA

43 We have heard applicant's counsel shri
Romesh Gautam? None app eared for T egponden ts%

55  sfr4 Gautam has emphasised that applicant
at the rele\‘iadt :time was hc‘alding tio different jobs
on tuo platforms, separated at-some distance from
each othery and if at all the FF Book was no£ properly
mai'n tained it was for the above reasons which uere

wholly beyond 8pplican"t§§ controli He has also emp ha =

" sised that sven if the FF Book was nof maintainad;f
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no loss was caused to respondentsy while the impugned
penalty posts applicant to recurring loss.
6. A perusal of applicant's appeal dated
7.2 .97 (Annexure I\l) reveals that he had also taken
these grounds on the same" but the appellaba au thorityfs

A 15 & baded anol cryphe pla,” - .
or deryjwhich gives no reason and do es no t discuss ths
grounds taken in the appeal':’

7. Respondents! own instructions ‘e‘n;:joiﬂn

that orders of the disciplinary authority/appeallats
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authority should be reasoned orders uhi_bfa display
proper application of mind’,”f and .deal)'mua\fer briefly,
with the points taken by the delinquent in his

defenceT This has no tlbeen don® in the 'iInpugned
sppellats order dated 11.4.97 and for that reason it

is hot sustainabié.‘ -

8. Under the cirwm(siﬁncesr;’: without interfering
with the discipl:lr.'nary ay thorit_y‘ss ordér déted 20 .12,96
at this stage";": we quash and set aside the appeallate
au;!:hority;s ofder dated 1144/97 and rah'and the case baek
o appellate authority fm} passing ,é de£ai~led and

' reasoned order on a_pplicant‘;ss appeal in accordance With
. . A

‘rules and instructions after giving him a2 reasonable

oppor tunity of being heard in person within four months
from the ‘date of receipt of a copy of this order under
intination to applicant.

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

contained in Paragraph § aboves No costs.
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(DR. A. VEDAVALLI) .
. Member (3) ' Vice Chairman (a )
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