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Hon.S.Zaheer Hasan,

Hon. Ajay Johri, A;Hs.if'

in the High Court of Judicature at Rllahabad hgn
been received on transfer to this Tribunal undsr

Section 29 of the Administrative Tribunals Act XIII

Uf 1985h :

2. The petitioner Mahendra Bhaskar is said

rai; to have held éz;ut threates to Mr. A.D.Anand on 1
> 10.5.1981. 0On the same date S.D.Anand lodged F%Igﬁﬂl fy
with the police. On 11,5.1981 he made a complaint :i

to Semior Divisional Electrical Engineer/RSO, Nan&ﬁ&ﬁﬁ?
Railway, Allahabad. 0On 12,5.,1981 the disciplinary

authority passed the following order $-
" On 10.5.81, Shri Mohinder Bhaskar, Khalasi
under SEF0/LR/CNB alonguith two other ,E"_"
nersons, went to the residence NbuSﬁg f"' |
Officers! Colony/TOL of Shri Y ui, hﬁanﬂfh )
AEE/RS0/TOL and threatensd " ﬂm aEhas S
dire conseguences of kidnaﬁu;ﬂh.§'_
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not a fit fp‘w:‘ : rf' ; - : | .
3, Whereas it is ggn . the T Rt
circumstances of the ﬁ#ﬁﬁ*ﬁﬁﬁiﬁbbﬁ'ﬁbﬁfil_,; { |

is not reasonably prﬁaﬁi‘.ﬁdhﬂ,a to hold an .
ingquiry in the manner provided under Rai‘méﬁr |
Servants Discipline & Appeal Rules, 19€§¢4R?Qf7

4. Now, therefore, in exercise of the powsTs
sonferred by Rule 14(II) of the Disciplins - N
+ Appeal Rules, 1968, dismisses the said Wi
Shri Mohinder Bhaskar, Khalasi under S'EFHZ'LR’/
CNB from service uwith effect from 14.5.1981.

5., Under Rule 18 of Rly. Servants Discipline
& Appeal Rules, 1968, an appeal against these s
orders lies to DRM/ALD provided that :- e
(i) the appeal is preferred within 45 :
days from the date on which the umplgyg; 3

srefrrring the appeal is informed of t
order he appeals against,

(ii) ths appeal contains no disrespectfu
or impropeér languaqge, and is 3?Ub.mii= =
t hrough the immediate superioT of
applicant and the head of the off:
to which he belongs and through
authority against whose orders the apg
is preferred, " .

The matter went in appeal which uas dfﬁﬂﬂ I
T "

42.5.82. The petitioner has challenged both the

.
o

aforesaid orders in this writ petition.
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L From the af'-d?rfaﬁ, order it would appear that
o P - '

2fter reciting the facts the disciplinary authority
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dispensinpg with the inquiry.

the order will be cnnsidarad as l?"q ﬁﬁwl ,ﬂ
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irrelevant,

In examining, the relevancy of reason, ua will not AT R

in appeal. Reasons must be glven otheruise order would

be condemned as void, This legal position has been

discussed in detail in the famous cases of Union of
India Us., Tulsi Ram Patel and Satyabir Versus Union .I

of India decided by the Supreme Court. Since the = = é.-. Fy
finding of the disciplinary authority that it uvas ‘w,? |
not reasonably practicable to hold 1nquiry is pamﬁﬁt&a,;
the impugned ordar as uell as the appellate order |

are guashed with cogts on parties.

2l - B2 |
Mam (A) Vice Chairman
FJE:
Dated the 11th Feb,,1988. i
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