OPEN COURT

CENTRAL ADMINISTRAT IVE TRIBUNAL, ALIAHABAD BENCH,
A LLAH AB AD

Dated : Allahabad this the 9th day of February, 1996,

@MRAM : Hon, Mr. S. Das Gupta, Member-A,
Hon, Mr, T. L., Verma, Member-=J

ORIGINAL APFLL ATION NO, 816 of 1987

Shri Hira Lal Box Portsr Northern Railway,
Allahabad son of Mool Chand rasident of

C/o. Shri Hari Shankar Srivastava, 6C Cooper
Roai, Allahabad, S300A 00 ano nadis Rl e

(BY ADVOCATE SHRI SUCH IR AGARVAL)
Veraas

1. Union of India

2, GM,N,Rly. Baroda House,
New Delhi,

3. D.0O.S.N.Rly, Nawab Yusuf
Road, Allahabad.

4, A.0.S.N.Rly Nawab Yusuf Road,
Allahabad,

seosessaesss Respondents,

(BY ADVOCATE SHRI A.V.SR IVASTAVA)

PR R

(By Hon, Mr, S. Das Gupta, Mamb=r-A)

This aprlication was filed under Section 19
of the Administrative Tribunals Act,1985 challanging an
order dated 28.7..086 by which the penalty of remoyal
from service was imposed on the applicant and order
jatad 6.10.1986 by vhich the order of the aprellate
author ity dated 24,9.1986,rejecting the apeeal of the
applicant was communicated. The app licant has prayed

for that both these orders be cuashed and he be

reinstated in service with all consequent ial benef its .
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2, During the course of argument, learned counsel
Telrecal
for the aprlicant stated that he would ﬂnaﬂ?;&iﬁ his

arguments with regard to the inf irmity in the aprellate
order itself. His contention was that the aprellate

: not only
order is totally non-speaking and is thus/violative
of principle of natural justice but, also of the
mandatory provisions, contained in Rule 22(2) of the
Railway Servants(Discipline & Appeal) Rules, He brought

to our notice the decision of Hon'ble Supreme Court

in case of Ram Chandra report=d in A.I.R. 19086(S.C.)

1173.

3. We have carefully gone through the dec ision
of Hon'ble Supreme Court .In the case of Ram Chandra it
has been held that the aprellate authority must consider
certain aspects of the disciplinary proceedings and
therzafter come to fiqal conclusion. These aspects are
specifically laid down in Rule 22(1) ibid. It has also
been held therein that it would be expedient in the

jnterest of justice to give a personal hearingfbl‘the

apellant,

4, It is clear from a perusal of the aprellate
order that it is totally non=speaking and the various
aspects which are recuired to be considered in terms of
rule 22(2 ) of the Rules do not aprear to have been
considered on the face of the aprellate erder. It has
also been contended that the applicant had requested for
personal hsaring and this was denied without indicating

any reason therefor. This has not been controverted by

the respondents,
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(Qandey)

5% This dpplicat jon is disposay of with the
abova direction. Thera will be N0 order s to cost
ber. J Membar-A
Dateq .
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