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Ne,0.A, 243/1996

Present : Hen'ble Mr, D, Purkayastha, Judicial Member

Hen'ble Mr, G.S. Maiﬁgi,‘Administr;tive Member

TARA RATAN MUKHERJEE
Vs,

- UNION OF INDIA & ORS,

For the applicant s Mr, AK, Bairagi, cewnsel

Fer the respendents : Mr, RM, Reycheudhury, ceunsel -

Heard en 3 01,02, 2000 Oréer en ¢ 01,02, 2000

ORDER

D. Purkayastha, J.M. ‘ |
One Sri Tara Ratan Mukherjee(althsugh the id. cet:tﬁsel fer
the applicant submits that the name should be Tara Ranjan
- Mukherjee) sen ef late Phani Bhusan Mizkherj ee, has filed this
applicatien cﬁh_allcnging the Validi‘ty_ of the meme. of ahargasheet
dateé 31._8.1989. and }@gbt for directien upen the respondents
te guash the impugned erder f punishment proposed te be
im;goscd upen him as a regult of the dlsciplma.ry proceeiing
\held agaJ.nst him, Accordmg te t‘ne applicant. ‘he retired fram
service en 1.5.90 but the respendents ceuld net impese p‘umshment
upen him till iate.;"fﬁihereby, he has come befere this Tribunal
'éeeking apprepriate relief, | '
'z.;‘, We have heard the 1d, ceunsels for beth gides, Ld. cemsel
fer the applicant , Mr, ALK, Bairagi has @ubmitted that the

r
impugned chargesheet issued against the gpplicant, should be

quzashed in view of thf iﬁordinate‘dela'y in tgking decisgien by

the respendents regarding impesitien eof punishment upen the

applicant.’ Ld. counsel for the reSpendents, Mr, R,M, Roycheudhury

h ’/s.uvhnf;.tted t\mq ;etter@gg/aiir{gjtﬁo.E(D&A) 92 AE3-5 d.ated 10.12.99
\Vu by'the ‘Dep(lty Directer, Estt.(ﬁ&A) Railway Beard te the

centd., 2



General Manager(P), Eastern Railway, Calcutta. Qoh a perusal

of the said letter, we find that the responden'ts were requested
to take immediate action in the matter since considerable delay
had already taken place . But Mr. Roychoudhury has submtted that
the respondents could not take any dgc:.s:ton in this matter for

want of certain information from the railway authorities,

3. We have considered the submissions made by the ld.counsels
for both sides and without entering into the merits of the case
we have perused the letter produced.by the ld.counsel for the
respondents. Admittedly the applicant retired from service in
the year 1990 and no decision has been taken by the resﬁonderrts
till date regarding impesition of punishment upon him following
the impugned chargesheet dated 31.8.1989 (Annexure 'D' to the
appe) l'he applicant has no fault. Therefore, we are of the
view that a specific time-=bound direction shbuid be given upen
thé respondents to save the applica_r’xtffvrom hardships and for
the interest of justice. | |

4. In viey of the above, the rei;po»ndents are directed to
take decision in Zespet of imposition of punishment upon the
applicant folldwing the impugned chargesheet dated 31.8.1989
(Annexure 'D' to the app.) within one month from the date of
communication 6f this order. If no decision is taken within
’one month, the disciplinary proceeding and the fimpugned. |
chargesheet against the applicanmt shall be deemed to have been
quashed. Accordingly, he hall be entitled to all consequential
reliefs and money admissible to him and the same shan be paid
to him w hm 3 months from the. date of expiry of one month as
ordered‘:l m@ltgtil:;s: ﬁi&grations, the applxcation is dlsposed
of without any order as to costs.,
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