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Central Administrative Tribunal
Principal Bench: New Delhi.

.Q.A.No.1391 af 1987, : _Date of decision:1,2.93,
* Charan Singh ‘ _;.Q' Rpplicani

. Versus |

Union of India and Dthers' oo Respondents

DRAM:

THE HON'BLE MR, JUSTICE V.S. MALIMATH, CHAIQNQN,

THE HON'BLE MR, I.K, QASGDTRA MEMBER(A)

For the applicant: -..j _ Shri S;KoBisaria,.Cdunéel

For the respondents .e Shri N.LoVerma,fpounéél

JUDGMENT _(ORAL)

(By Hon'ble Mir. Justics V.S.Malimath, Chairman):

" When the petitioner was holding the post of Conductor

in the Railuays, a disciplinary enquiry' was held against him

" in respect of certain charges. He was found quilty and the

disciplinary authorify made an order on 16.5,1986 permanantly
Teverting the petitioner to the Class IV post. Even befaore

the ordsr of revsrsion came to be served on the petitionsr,

the petitioner approached this Tribunal for relief on the

~ ground that there is no use of preferring the appeal available

to him under the rules, the appellats authority not having
the power to grant interim order staying the order of
reversion. The Tribunal granted an -interim order of stay

on 1.19.87 and disposad of the case finally with a direction

Z{that the petitioner should

avail all the statutory remedies of appeal and revision.

The TribUnal directed stay of the order of revarsxon pending

{qﬁisposal of these hratéediﬁgs. Thé'petitioner accordingly
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filed the éppeal which came to bes rsjescted on 25,7.1386,

. He then preferred Rsvieuw Petitibn which came to bs dismissed'

on 49.1987., It is in this background that the pstitioner

has filed this application.

2. The Erincipél cahtentidn of Shri §.K.Bisaria, learnad
counsal for the ﬁetitionar, is that the orders of the
disciplinary authority as also of the appoliaté authority
are not speaking ordcrs, We have pérusaé theés orders.

As far as order oF'tha'a@pellate authority ie concernéd,

there is no mention about the reasons for rejection. So far

as order of the raviaional‘authoriﬁy is concerned, it is
slightly better in the sanss that £hé points urged b§ the
petitioner have besn formulatad. After tﬁé formulation,

the gppellate authority saw ?o good grounds Eo‘intar-fare

with the orders of the disciplinary aufhﬁrity and seid that
whatever has been said in ths enquiry report and tﬁe disciplinar
auth;rity's repcrg'is propér. ‘It can hardly be considsred as
proper consideration of the pstitioher';'case. The'ﬂuthoritieé
shéuld have applied their wind to the contgntion raisedfby

the petitionér;gaﬂrgiwan‘réasons for ;ejectihg or they

should have either accepted or not agcepuﬂL . That not having
been done, both the orders are vitiated as there is no appli=. .’

cation of mind, Hence, this hetition is entitlsd to succeed.

" To avoid delay, we @ould like to remit the case only to the

revisiqnél authority for final disposal.

[

- 3. For the reasans stated above, this ﬁetition iszalloped
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and/the ordegw of.ﬁhe'reuisional authority is hereby quashed
and the case is remitted to the reQisional authority for
fresh disposal in accordahce with law, The revisioﬁél
authority is dirécted'to consider the»conténtions raised by

the petitioner and pass an order after recording reasons
P :
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dealing with the 6ontentions.of the petitioner on merits.
As this matter is pending since long, the reuiéional authority
is directad to disposs of the matter within a period of

four months from the date of receipt of a copy of this

" judgment. Interim“order bassad on 1010.87 shall continue

until the final disposal of the revision petition. No

costs,
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