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CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL 
ALLAHABAD BENCH 

ALLAHABAD 

ORIGINAL APPLICATION N0 . 221 OF 2002 

Open Court 

ALLAHABAD THIS THE 16™ DAY OF NOVEMBER 2006 . 

BON'BLE MR. JUSTICE KBEM KARAN, V.C. 
HON' BLE MR. P. K. CBATTERJI, A.M 

Mahadev , son of late Ganga Deen , working as Permanent Way 

Supervisor , Under Permanent v1ay Inspector/Section Engir1eer 

(Track) , Northern Railway , Chunar . 

............... . Applicant 

(By Advocate : Sri S . Rarr1/Sri C. P . Gupta ) 

Versus 

1 . Union of India t hrough the Gener a l Manager , Northern 

Railway , Baroda House , New Delhi . 

2 . The Divisional Superintending Engineer- I , Northern 

Railway, D. R. l1.' s Office, Allahabad . 

3 . The Assistant Engineer , Northern Rai l way , Chunar . 

. ........ Respondents . 

(By Advocate : Sri A. K. Pandey) 

ORDER 

By Mr . Justice Khem Karan , 'I . C . 

Heard Sri S . Ram , learned counsel f or the 

applicant and Sri A. K. Pandey , learned counsel for the 

respondents . 

2 . The applicant is challenging order / letter dated 

7 . 10 . 1993 by wh ich Assistant Engineer , tlorthern Railway , 

Chunar imposed upon the applicant , punishment o f 

reduction to the stage o f Rs . 1400 in the time scale of 

Rs . 1400- 2300 {RPS) for a period of one year but without 

q#7 cumulative effect and letter dated 8 . 8 . 2001 (Annexure 
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A- 2) by which Divisional Superintending Engineer-I 

dismissed his appeal against the s aid punishment . 

3 . We think there is no need for referring t o the 

fact s and circumstances that calumniated in the 

punishment orde r . This much i s not in dispute that 

against the said punishmen t o r der a s well as earlier 

order dated 20 . 4 . 1995 by which Departmental appeal ·,,as 

rP~PC~>=>d -J - l.- I the applicant filed one O. A. N0 . 1?07/94 which 

t his Tribunal disposed of vide orde r dated 27 . 4 . 2001 . It 

transpires from perusal of this orde r of t:he Tr ibuna l 

that the appellate order was quashed , on the ground that 

same \..ras rather too c ryptic and therefore , it was asked 

t o restore the appeal and decide i ~ afresh . It is in 

compliance of these orders of th= Tribunal that t:he 

impugned order (.Pi.nnexure A- 2) has been passed . It has 

also been said that the Authority t..;hich was passed the 

punishment order , wa3 not compet:ent to do so but the 

appellate authori.t:y did not ans· .... er it e::pressly, nor the 

other points rai=ed :n ap~eal . 

4 . Tr,e respondents have filed rei.:-ly sa~·ing that in 

so far as the relief relating to the punishment order is 

cc~cerned , the same is barred by se~tion 11 of C. P. C and 

there is nothing wrong in the appellate order . 

5 . Sri Suda~a Ram , learned cour.sel f or the applican: 

has contended that the applicant had taken 3everal 
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grounds in appeal in~luding one that the Authority 

imposing the punish1nent of reduction to the lower stage 

o f time .scale of Rs . 1400- 2 300 was not competent to do 

so . He sa·ys that it is clear from the appellate order 

also that this point was specifically taken in appeal . 

Learned counsel for the applicant says that the Authority 

has not exhibited ap~lication of mind in this context and 

has dismissed the appeal without giving reasons . Learned 

counsel for the applicant has said that me1no o f appeal 

would reveal that one cf the grounds taken was that 

copies of relevant documents were not supplied but 

appellate authority has said nothing in that context . 

According t o him, the same errors have been repeated in 

passing the order in appeal , \."hich \.Jere earlier committed 

as observed by this Tribunal in its order . Learned 

counsel for the applicant says that the present appellate 

order is not better than the earlier one and ~t is again 

a .:;ryptic one . Though learned ::ounsel for the respondents 
• .. 

has tried his best to protect the appellate order but we 

are of the vie· ... · that this appellate order being non-

speaking , non- reasoned, is not sustainable in la~.r and 

di=serves to be quashed . Mere mentioning of one o r t\·10 

grounds in the order and thereafter dismissing the appeal 

•.·:it!"tout disclosing the reasons as to why those grounds 

are not being accepted, •:annot be sustained in law. It 

remains in the category o f non- speaking order . The 

Appellate Authority ough t to have not repeated the same 
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errors in considering the appeal for the second time 

after the direction of the Tribunal . 

6 • Learned counsel for the applica nt has tried to 

say that while sending the relevant record the Appellate 

Authority, some extraneous matters were also placed 

before him by the Discipl i nary Authority , v1hich should 

not have been done as that was likely t o p r ejudice the 

mind of the Appellate Authority . V.1e are not pr onouncing 

on the point as to whether any e:~traneous material •nas 

considered by the Appellate Authority while passing the 
I 

o rder impugned i n this O. A. 

7 . So the O. A. is finally d i sposed of and impugned 

o rders dated 8 . 8 . 2001 (Annexure A- 2) is quashed \.Ti th a 

direction t o appel l ate Authority to decide the appeal 

afresh , in the light of obser ?ation made in the tcdv of 

this order , \Ii thin a period of three months f rem the date 

a certified copy o f this order is produced before him . 

1'10 costs . 

Member-A Vice-Chairman. 

Mariish/ -


