
IN THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIUNAL 
AHMEDABAD BENCH 

O,A. No. 56 52 1i U 
AAcNcx. 

DATE OF DECISION 	U • 1.5. IsU 2 

Pr k; U mWthJ. L, 	 Petitioner 

.5. !cc5a 	 Advocate for the Petitioner(s 

Versus 

Respondent 

• 	5Ui. : 	 Advocate for the Respondent(s) 

CORAM: 

The Hon'ble Mr. 	. f.i.ri.5nc, lice 5hairricn. 

The Hon'ble Mr. --.U.5.caLU, J1 jci .1 lUmber. 

Whether Reporters of local papers may be allowcd to see the Judgement.? L- 

To be referred to the Reporter or not? 

Whether their Lordships wish to see the fair copy of the Judgement ? - 

Whether it needs to be circulated to other Benches of the Tribunal ? ' 
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hri Prakash 6anmukhlal. 

V/s. 

Union of India 	Ors. 

Itt 

'-pplioant. 

Responoents. 

OMA 3D}IR 

J.A.No. 	/1989 

Date: 8.10.1992. 

Per: iion'ble Mr. R.C.3hatt, Judicial Member. 

This matter was originally heard by the 

Diviion dench of this Tribunal consisting of 

i-ion'hie ir. i.M. Sinçjh, cministrative rlernber and 

one of uS (a.C.3hatt, Jugicial Member) but as 

there was a difference of opinion between us, the 

matter was referred by the Mon'ble Chairman to the 

third Member, oresent Hcin'ble lice Chajrrnanhrj 

f.Krishnan 	'he iIOfl'b1e lice Chairman has passed 

the following order after hearing the learned 

advocates of the parties. 

17. 	It is thus clear that when the D.A 
pr000sos to disagree. with the E.D' S Report 
exonerating a delinqu:nt, he is obliged to 
gire a copy of his Meeort to him and also 
inform him about his  disagreement  with the 
findings of the 	and! the tentative 
conclusions aOout his guilt and give him a 
chance to represent his view point before a 
final cecision is taken in the matter. 
£herefore, I acjr -  with the view taken by 
the iion'ble Cudicial Member in regard to this 
issue. The Registry is directed to 

ccrranunic ate toiS dec is ion to the parties and 
place it before the Division Jench for 

passing a final order." 



Ljj 

-3- 

2. 	This is how the matter has come before the 

Eivision' Bench to pronounce the judgment according 

to the majority opinion. The Hon'  ble Vice Chairman 

has agreed with the opinion piven by one of us (R.C. 

Bhatt, Judicial hE:.mber) and that being the majority 

view the pronouncement is made today as under, in view 

of section 26 of the 	ministrative Tribunal act, 

1985. 

0 R D li R 

The impugned orders passed by the disciplinary 

authority, appellate au:hor ity and reviewing au hor ity 

dqairist the applicant are euashed and set aside. The 

respondents are directed to reinstabe the apolicant 

within one month from the date of the receipt of the 

coy of this order by them. however, the c7iscielinary 

uthority will be at liberty to oroceed with the 

disciplinary proceedings by fist informing the applicant 

that he 6or-w not agree with the findings of he 

Enquiry Officer, - as contained in the Enquiry Report, 

which was furnished to the applicant, ith the impugned 

Anne ure I order, which we have now 	ed and 

directing him to make his representation, if any as 

to why he should not hold him guilty of the charges. 

he may, thereafter, pass such orders in accordance 

with law, as he finds appropriate after considering 

such representation. The manner in which the period 

4.. 



-s;i 	 I 	L 	Dl his 

reinstatement in servica in compliance with this order 

spent by the applicant in the proceed ins is to be 

decided would depend upon the ultimate result of the 

The apliction is allowe(-7 to 

LI 

J1att) 
emher (.j) 

(w.V. Krishnan) 
'lice Chairman 



M.A./272/89 
in 

O.A./56/89 

e3 

CORM : Hon'ble Mr. P.H. Trjvedj .. Vice Chairman 

10.11.1989 

[I 

Iir. P.S. Handa and Nr. N.S. Shevcle, learned 

advocates for the petitioner and respondents present. 

Learned advocate for the respondents to place on 

record the date of communication of the decision 

on the revision application as stated in para 4 

of the reply with reference to which whether there 

was any delay and if so the extent thereof has to 

be ascertained within 15 days. Registry to post the 

case accordingly. 

P H Trivedi ) 
Vice Chairman 

*iiogera 



MA/2 72/89 

in 

OA/55/89 

Coram : Hon'blc Mr. P.14. Trivedi 	: Vice Chairman 

Mr.P.. Handa, learned advocate for the applicant 

oresent. 15 days time allowed to the learned advocate 

for the respondent to produce the documents referred to 

in the order dated 10.11.39 inthe MIsc.Application 

272/89 	'jth the observation that if the respondents 

fails to do so, the case will he proceeded with on the 

presumption that such a documents does not exist and 

rel 	upon subsec- uently by the respondent. 

(P .H.Trlvec3j) 
Vjce Chairman 
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