
Tr-ihimfil Principal Bench
Central Administrative Tribuna ,

O.A. No. 1576 of 1993

New Delhi this the 4th day of Qct-be
Hon-Me SUr > '

Hon'bl^ Mr. Kuldip bingn.. m^

f^\

ghr i Sri " i shafi
•<"/(} Shri Karan Singh
G/o Shri B S. Maiuec
Adiocate . .

240 lagr it > Eo-C Uve , . .Appl icant
DeIh 1-92

I fr,T- 9hri B.S. Mai nee.
Ms. Meenu Mainee, poxy counse

V e r s u s

Union of India through.

The General Manager,
Northern Railway,
Baroda House.
New' De Ih i

The Divisional Railway Manager,
Northern Ra'Iwa^ .
Allahabad.

^ The Assistant T.ngineer (I)
Northern Railway, Rf^gpondents
A. 1 lahabafi

By Adiocate: None.
ORDER (ORAE)

, ti cr R iriicrp Vice Chairman(A)
By lion ble Mr. S R .taige,

^ Applicant impugns respondents orders dated 01.08.1988
(Annexure A-1) instituing an enquiry against him and is agg

i- ; f f 1 h i ^ - I o rni li i s dut i ^b; ....sponrlont s a-tio.i in not pertuittnig h.m . .. .
after 22.09.1985.

, hav,. heard Ma Meenu Ma,nee. proxy for Shr, B.S.
Ma,nee, oonnee, for app..cant. None appeared for reapondenta
„b„,. the ease »aa called out even on the aeoond call.

VT



•

'3 Ms. Mainee has stated that applicant Sri Kishan, along

with one Shri Hira Lai were removed from service vide respondents
orH'er dated 22 09.1985, and after they had been removed from
service, respondents had initiated a departmental enquiry against

them. In this connection she has iniited out attention to the
Tribunal-s order dated 22.09,1997 in OA 20063/92 filed by Shri
Hira I..31 . In that OA applicant Shri Hira Lai had similarly

complained against the inititiation of a departmental enquiry

against him after his removal from service vide order dated

22,09.1985 That 0.A. was allowed, after noting that there were

no materials on record to show that the impugned order dated

?'? 09. 1985 removing applicant Hira Lai from service had been

« })assed afier disciplinary proceedings against him had concluded.

Ac-ordingly, the impugned order dated 22.09.1985 was quashed and

StO, aside and apiii leant was deemed to have been in seri'ice with

all consequential benefits. Liberty was given to respondents to

proceed against applicant in accordance with law, if they were so

desired. Ms Mainee states that applicant Sri Kishan's case is in

a i 1 1orce w i t h the case of Hira Lai.

V

I A.lthougl! a copy of the ordiM- removing applicant from

service has not been filed with the OA, Ms Mainee has. pointed out

that he is covered by the respondents order dated 15. 1.1988

(Annevure A-6) which relates both to the present applicant Sri

Kishan as well as Hira Lai, applicant in OA ,2063/92, and refers

to his discharge.

5 In the absence of respondents and/or their counsel, there

are no materials wh.ich could have been brought to our notice, to

rebut the aforesaid contentions of applicant s counsel.
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Nothing has been shown to us to establish that the

aforesaid order dated 22.9.1997 in Hira Lai's case (supra) has

been stayed, modified or set aside.

7. !n the result, in the light of the Tribunal s order dated

22.09 1997 in O.A 2063;''92. this OA succeeds and is allowed to the

extent that applicant should be reinstated within one month from

the date of receipt of a copy of this order. The period from the

date of removal from service till the date of his re->nstatement

shall be determined by respondents, in accordance with rules and

instructions on the subject. If at all respondents decide t

proceed departmentaI Iy against applicant. they shall do so

s t r i c tIy in accordance with Iaw. No cos t s.

(Kuloip Singh)
Member (J)

n

(S.R. Adige)
V I ce Cha i rman (.A)


