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"MR. No DHARMADAN MEMBER (JUDICIAL)
MRe PeVe VENKATAKRISHNAN MEMBER (ADMINISTRATIVE)

Ce. Mohan
Assistant Station Master ;
Palghat Jn ReS.,Palghst P.O. ' ' Appiicant

By Mre Pe Sivan pPillai

C VS e

1. Union of India through the
General Manager,
Seuthern Raiiway Hqrs office
Park Townm P.0.,Madras-3

2. The Divisional Railway MRnager
Southern Railway,Palghat vivision
Palghdt

3. Sr'e Divisional Operating Supdt.
© Southern Railway,Palghst Division
Palighat _
4e Divisional Safety Officer :
. Southern Rallway,Palghdt Division
Palghdt ,_' ' Respondents

By MCe DMe Co Cherlan
ORDER

N DHARMADAN '

The appliCant who is at presenyhorklng as Assistamt
Station Master is agg:leved py the penalty erder Annexure
A-8 dated 4.5.89 by which the puniéhment ofvreduction to
the post of Assistant Station Master in the grade of
Rse 1200-2040 &t Rse 1200/~ was imposed for a period of twoﬁ
years with recurrimg effect&ﬁii‘ loss of senlorlty. He has
filed Annexure A-10 dppeal against the penalty adviceg
Accerdirg te the'applicént,,third résPQadeat is the
appellate autherity.'fi@stead éf‘disposingof the éppeal_v
by the third respondent, second respondent passed Annexure
A-11 under Rule 25 of the Railﬁéy Servantsf L & A Rules,
1968 treating the sime as review with the follewirg
cenclusion: |

"I have carefully gone through the preceedings
of the LDAR case as well as the Preseﬂt'ippeal



{N

o -

of the party. The party's SR has alse been
seen. The workimg of the party has detericrated
from 1985 enwards. He has not beer showing
adequate alertness on duty. This has uitimately
culminated in the serious accident that has
occured. on l1l4.1.89.

while some quarters have felt that the Quantum
- of punishment imposed has not been adequate,

‘taking all the circumstances into accoeunt, I
have decided that the penalty need not be
enhanced further. However, commensurate with
the offence and its consequences on train
running, there is no reason to review the
punishment downwards. The punishment imposed
stands justified and may remain unaltered."

2. 'We are satisfied that the second respondent

has no power to comsider the appeal which was filed by the

who &4

appllcant before the third respondentdis admittedly, the

appellate authority. The conclusion contained in Annexare

aA-11 alse canmot be sustained. Since there is procedural

irregularity,after hesring learned counselfer resgondents

we have decided to quash Annexure-A-ll order and dispose of

the application with the directiom to the third respondent

before whom the agpeal is pending. Accordingly, we Quash

" the »

Annexure A-1l and direct/thir d resgondent to dispose of

the appeal in accordance thn law as expeditiously as

possible, without any delay. Since learned counsel for

the applicént submitted that the applicant may be permitteéd

to supplement AmnexureﬂAélo appeal adding further grounds

if any and ressons, we are satisfied that this request can be

allowed. Hence, we direct the applicint te submit . .

| additional grounds and reasons supplementing Amnexure A-10

- within the period of ten days from the date of receipt of the

copy of this grder.

3e The application is alleowed &s indicated above.
4e »There shall be no order as to coests.

(p.v VENKAﬁKRIoHNAN) (N. DHARMADX.N
MEMBER (AUMINISTRATIVE) ‘ ‘MbMBER(JUuICIAL)
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