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central administrative tribunal, PRINCIP.U BENCH
Original Application No.1397/94

New Delhi, this the 3rd day of December, ,393,

Hon'ble Mr" J's^^Dhsv(A)f^r. j.s. Dhaliwal, Memberfj)

Shri Gyani,
0/o Shri Shobha,

Cleaner
mL r: foreman,

I nailway,Northern
Barei1y

iAuvocate Shri B.S
I'la! nee)

'Versus-

'•i 11 on

w /

Northern Railway^

of India through
16 General Manager^

aai wua House

1 h iNew u

T Ln n 4 ,, ,• • ,

' rL'^i'lway ManageiNorthern Railway,
Moradabad

" N i-,. „„ „
INUl !Ci :he respondents)

! 1 cani

iRespondents

1i \y

0-B_D__E R fORAI 1

MFMBER fA)-

None appeared for the respondents
c? y

ocuond caT]. i herefore have hear
L»f Id

•earned counsel for the applicant.

Th.Tirv -t ^ ^nsr Owuwuu rOUHu of iitiqa

respondents

dirsctsd to decide the appeal afresh after giving ar
opportdnity to the applicant and it was also directed
that the appellate authority wh

cTfJMcal should give dpta•• "'rwrj ^
ueoa I ,ed I oajDons in support

1 n 1 S 13

Biy a juugement in OA-1721/92

Ti .

we t e

•6 disposing of th?

"f" j

•hereafter the appellate authority has pas^d
ne TOilowing order:



• O —

" T
J. I i

g i ver
defence helper on 20.1^93

I have thereafter
once again.

view of the d
' p8j

wi uhe uecision of CAT t
sonal hearina t.~ nav^.„'n(
Iper on ?n lo h «'Ongwith tl

KJYi

18

gone through the enti
cass

nciv !i(y done ahoVAaouvB, i conclude that.
lac; j - j V-V./I Iw I UU"3

1as per the rul
J"3t,oe has bee
the punishment •!

'-I !M t inary authority is s-i
certainly h au^uuate

uae that the
-'CloB

u i es and
i- Pf C

c d V y

4-
Of ferefore, re.ject the appeal.

We find t nau i.!ie appellate au

I' uen1ed to

mposed by
e and not

^ ..e*. ^ jOf fWf 1 L-y hdc

not improved on hiIS earlier order whi
f I i_/11 Vv d c

a^'-cpteo by this Tribunal and f
to/ O

le was directed to pi
a Tresh speaking order with the detailed reac

t,h«t -f-k.

!U! li

-kMo.-auo autuority has simply stated

through the erii""^"e u ^-II-.. .,c uaoc and nad come
f- h«i- u ^ ^ ^ ,lie (lau gone

to unc conclusion that at no stage natur
•iusti c

nas been denied to him and, thereto
( ~ 3 the pun 1shrnent

C O Pf3 1 u'ered adequate and not certainly heavy. Wk
are of the view that

t h 1is appellate ord?
a ! so

from the same infirmit-
as thekiic previous

1 hi- ..earneu counsel for the applicant has
)i '-'UynL. to OUr notioe -f-u.,*. _

kiiao 1,1 cj Similar case (o.A

io , s61 0/ 33 ) This f K...... 1 u' 1! ibuiiai I,as quashed thi;ki L.iie impugned

I isepcctfu 11y agree with toil one observations of the Bench
men.. i oned the re i n

In the light̂
of this QUdSf

wf uers «!-• .^nnexures A-1 and ^
^ u d f r OW

irhe appliation w'th v •• tI. vv.fii i.ust which we fix at

^Rupees one
Rs. 1 .000,/-

knousand on
i y The respondentc

di C?



/ \ ^
•-iirected to

iTionth from

i-aKe the consequents
' s ' ac11 opi w1th 1n

date receipt of a copy
th'

ICd.S. DHALIWAL)
1 Member (j)

The learned counsel for the
k' ' « 4- nrauel appeared i

(J>S. DHALIWAL)wAL /
( j ^
\ /rfoiHuei"

'Sanju'

i OL UC ! ,

(K, MUTHUKUMAR)
Member (A)

respondents Shr

(K. m!jTHURumAR
Member (A)


