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CEANTRML ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNZAL,CIRCUIT BENCH LUCKNOW,

Transfer applicetion No. 1157 of 1987
( W.P.No.2512 of 1983 )

Vijal Pzl Singh ces oo aeo Petitioner/
applicant,
VeLsus \
X -3 s
; Unlon of Indis :
end others cee “oe cee Respondents,
Hon. Mr, Jugtice U.C. Srivastava,V.C.
Hon'ple Mr, K. Obayyva, Member (&)
( By Hon. I\qro JUSCice UoCa Sri‘I“»_LQLVr,V oco)
L Ihis is a transferred case under Sectisn 29 of
the { aumlqlstr“*lve Erlounal ct, 1985@ Tre a@pplicant has
- - filed a writ petition before the High Court at Lucknow
}Bench Challenging the imposition Of penalty dated, {
0 14.6.1982 as well as order deted 13.9,1982 and has slso
‘pPrayed that a mandamus be iscued commanding the respondents
y ~to treat the spplicent as having Ccontinued as Senior

BOoking Clerk and to pay him arrears of salaly and
allowunces whiCh a¢crue <o him, The spplicent while
working as Senior Booking Clerk =t Jarwal R&QS station

of the N.S. Railway vas served with a charge-sheet dated

25.9.1980, The charge zgainst the applicent was that
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he falled tO maintain absolute: Antegrity
duty in as much as he sold IIng class PCP ¥o. 04815 and
took back the said ticket with collusion of &ri ReR,P.

Singh resold the ticket No. 4815 on reaslisation of Rs. 57,50/
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5.25 l.e, 2.25 excess as
vel his direction for whjich ha put remark in the last nade

of DTC/BJOk deted 4.4,1980 thet Rs, 55.25 made good b

B
-~

him

Thus he connived with rsselling of PCT M., 04815, &

departmental proceedings started cgainst the asplicent and

Contd , ., 2p/ ~




; ; it appears that the applicant has submitted his
& i e - :

‘ defence statement and hig sta
S - i

tement was also recorded b

L

the enquiry officer. According to the applicant, the

] statement of the witnesses were ecordeo.behln hig
i

| back and he was not intimated about the dates and
i

6}

S the cepy of the statement was not given to him, Though,

3 according to the respondents, the applicant himsel £

i avoided for appearing on narticul ar dates, & Copy

Of the enquiry officer's report was given o him and

thereafter penalty was swarded to him by refucing him

at a lower scale. The applicant fjled an eppeal against
3 the same and his appeal was also dismissed. Sri aniil.

; Srivastava, learned counsel for the Iespondents contended
; .

. L
d that the plea of the applicant t

Of hearing was not given to him does not stand ny$Cruitiny
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as al

| thecée questions were to be decided by th
|

authority. The appellate order is a non-gpeaking

apoeklate

m
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order

and the appellate authority has passed a telecraphic order

rejecting the appeal of the applicant. This is not the
I

; way of deciding the appeal. The appellate avthority
: (N2 BT

g i should Ja personal hearing to the applicent and thereafter
- .o Y
| passgé

¥ .

; ig allowed in part and -

a rﬂasoqed order. accordingly, this acplicatien
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he agpp
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llate order dated 13.9,19382

| is quashed, and the appellate authority is directed
|
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To
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nd decid

D

the appeal of the applicant in accordance

| with law within a period of 3 months from the date of

; communication of this order after giving pers-Onsal

] hearing to the applicant. The application is digposed of
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‘ W1ith the chove observations.
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Parties to bear their OWR~—__

Dated: 22,6,1992

(n.u.)




