
w
:

/

CENTR/\L ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL, ALLAHABAD

CIROJIT bench 

LUCKNOW

T .A . 1191/87 

(W .P. 4927/83)

V.N.Chaubey

versus

Applicant/Petitioner

Union of India & others Respondents,

¥

I
\m /

Hon. ivir. Justice U .C . Srivastavs' V .C .

SSS.*—̂ » h * B«Gorthif Adm. Member.___ _

(Hon. Mr. Justice U.C.Srivastava, V-C^

The applicant was Assistant Station Master 

(officiating), Anupganj, Luckno'w., He was placed 

•under suspengion on 8 .2 ,1982 and was thereafter
IT-

served with a charge sheet on 8 .3 .1982 containing ^

five charges.The enquiry proceeded against him anfl

the encjuiry officer was appointed. The applicant

submitted his explanation denying a llth e  charges.

Whiie the disciplinary proceedings were pending against

him the suspension order was revoked v-i;ith effect

from 23.2 .1982 and the applicant was informed that

the proceedings initiated against him under Rule 9

of tte Railway Servants(Discipline &  Appeal) Rules, 1968 

have beBn dropped and it  has been decided

to initiate proceedings under Rule l i (i)  cf the said 

Rules on the article of charges already communicated 

to the applicant.The applicant submitted representation 

against the sejne again pleading not guilty. It  was 

t ereaftgr the impugned of punishment of v^ithholding

of increment for three years was passed on the ground 

that the representation of the applicant was not 

satisfactory. It was the case of minor penalty that
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Writ Petition No. /  of 1983.

Virendra Nath Ghaubey. — ---  Petitioner..

Versus .

Northern Rail^vay & others-- — -— Opp, Parties. *

I N D E X .

SI.No. P a r t i c u l a r s  Page No.

1.' Writ Petition. i"

2. §SSi5HE2_!?2i.l^ \ f
Order dated 6-3-1982
regarding punishment.

Annexure No.2.

Order dated 8-2-1983 regarding \r?
suspension. •

Statement of Article IS
of charges.

5. /mnesure No.4_.

Order dated 23-2-1982 W
regarding release from
suspension.

6. ii^nexure No ̂ 5^

Letter dated 23-2-1982 for 
initiating proceeding for 
minor punishiaent. <

Representation dated
4-3-1982 of petitioiBr.

%

Appeal dated 29-5-1982 . 2 M ^ 2 ^
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Order dated 24-2-1983 
regarding rejection'of 
appeal.

a s
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Statement dated 15-5-1982 
of Sliri J .L . Khiani, 
Permanent Way Inspector;,

11.
Heview appeal dated 
9-3-1983.

12.
Letter dated 8-8-1983 
for taking decision 
of revieis.

%

13.

Representation dated
5-6-1982 regarding 
promotion.

14. /Affidavit.

15«“ Vakalatnama.
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Lucknovs: Dated: 

August , 1983.

i & c W «
*

( D.S.(
ite.

Counsel^ 3 Petitioner.
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î -vhy the detailed enquiry was not held, yfWe filed

a :..
'■

appeal which was dismissed vide order, dated 2 4 ,2 .8 3  ̂

Then the applicant filed ths Review Application.

The contention of the applicant is that the aiathorities 

did hot pass the speaking order on the ground that 

ttes explanation of the applicant is unsatisfactory 

and the appellate authority also passed unreasoned 

order and the Reviewing authority also. Although 

it is a case of minor penalty and charge waa specified 

but when the one charge proved the order should have 

been a reasoned order and rather speaking order so 

that the applicant should have given the reply.

In viev  ̂ of this all these orderS 'A*?* 

punishment order, appellate and Review order are 

non speaking orders. Consequently, tJ#ptinishment order 

dated 6 .3 ,8 2 , appellat® ord<§r datei 24 ,2 ,83 and the 

RevievJ order are qaashed,It is, however open for the 

respondents to pass speaking orderiin accordance with 

law , in case it is still desired to go ahead withtfe 

enquiry proceedings. As the punishment order has been 

quashed, the applicant will approach tl^ department 

for consequential benefits and the department will 

consider the same. No order as to costs.

A.M. (

Lucknow Dated; 16 ,9 .91

V.C .


