
IN THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIAUNAL 
AHMEDABAD BENCH 

DATE OF DECISION 25 • 3.19 2 

00 	 I.L. Arab 

Mr. L_I( Han 

Versus 

Union of i1ia & 

Er N.S. Shevde 

Petitioner 

Advocate for the Petitioner(s) 

Respondent 

Advocate for the Respondent(s) 

ORAM: 

The Hon'ble Mr. R.C. Bliatt 	 Merper (J) 

The Hon'ble Mr. R. Vnkatesan 	 : ember (4-i) 

Whether Reporters of local papers may be allowed to see the Judgement ? 

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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I.M. Arab 	 ....... Applicent 

Vs. 

Union of India, 
3ec retary, 
Ministry of Railways, 
Rail Bhavan, 
New Delhi, 

General Manager, 
Western Railway, 
Churchgate, 
Borray- 400 020 

4 3. 	Divisional Railway Manager, 
Western Railway, 
Pratapnagar, 
Vadodara- 390 004. 

4. 	3enior Divisional Commercial Supdt. 
Western Railway, 
Pratanaar, 
Vadodara- 390 004. 	..... Respondents 

Mr. P.X. Honda 	: Learned advocate for the applicant 
is present. 

ORAL JUDGMENT ------------------------ 

o.A./141/92 

Date: 25.3.1992 

Per: Hon'ble Mr. R. Venkatesan 	: dorer (A) 

The applicant in,present case, was subjected 

to disciplinary proceedings for failure to account for 

the sale of a monthly season ticket sold by him on 

20.12.88 on that very date, but only belatedly on 29.12.88. 

o An enquiris 	was conducted and the nalty of compulsory 

..3... 
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retirenant was imposed upon him. The learned counsel 

for the applicant submits that there were various inf-

mit ice in the disciplinary proceedings, -,,,hjc h have been 

set out in the aasliCatiOn. 

An atheal againat the order of compulsory 

retireeflt to the appailate authority, viz the Senior 

Divisional Commercial Supdt, Vadodard, was submitted 

by the apelicant on 4.3.1991, and was rejected by the saic 

aethority by an order datd 26.3.1991 is th following 

terms: 

	

There is nothing in :he aspeal 	eh merits 

	

consideration. No new saint iise 	a 1:roujht 
out. Thus regretted. 

0005531 :Or  ta alica:nr sabn 	eli -t eh 

DA 	 above order jives no r:aeDne tar rejectie. LTe seen? a 

is timre.forc had in law. 

The learned counsel for the responds ate conce 

that the prder of the appellate authority is a non-

speaking one. 

lthough Lh: apoeal eubmitby the as 

g)  has not been 	frend to the. asplication, apelics 

counsel contends that the appeal gave various 
-L 

17 
which hth not been considered by the apel1F 	* 



We accept this contention, which is not denied by the 

respondents' counsel. 

It is a principle of natural justice that in a 

decision inUjudicial or quasi-judicial proceeding, the 

party is entitl@4 to know the reasons for the decision. 

This principleq would apply to disciplinary aroceedings, 

to 

	 which are quasi- judicial in aeture, hnd has been violatecz 

by the apaellate authority in passing the mentioned order. 

In the result, we set aside the order of the 

4th respondent, the appellate authority, dated 26.3.1991 

as prayed for by the applicant. We further direct the 

4th respondent viz the denior Divisional Commercial Supdt. 

Vadodara, who is the appellate auLhority, to consider the 

LU 
	

apeal of the apolicent afresh and to pass a speakieg 
) 

order and any further oe 	that may be necessary 

t1ere, within a period of three months of the 

date of receint of this order. 

7 1 	 The application is disposed of as above at the 

stage of admission. There will be no order as to costs. 

(R. Venkatesen) 
Member Ii) 

~~'NNA' 
(i.c. Ehatt) 

Mmber (J) 

*Bhatt 


