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Shri R.G.hlasnik,

WePM, Grol, '

CeTelse Micro Wavse Gf'f‘icag

c eRlyey Wardha. XK Applicant

/s,

Unicon of India
through The General Manager,
Central Railuay,

'~ Bombay VT,
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AND OTHERS, : s+ Respondents

CORAM: Hon'ble Member (3) Shri M.B.Mujumdar
Hon'ble Member (A) Shri P.S.Chaudhuri

ORAL JUDGMENT : Dated: 21.6,1989
(PER: M.B.Mujumdar, Member (J)

The applicant was working as a Wireless Teleceﬁ
Mechanic (WTM), at Wardha, By ordar dated 7.2.1985 he uwas
transferrsed from Wardha to Bhaupeth on promotion as Telecom

Inspector Gr.Il1l on ad hoc basis, The applicant did not join

‘the new post at Bahupeth but he continued making representations,

A charge~sheet dated 2379.1985 was served on him for remaining
absent from duty unauthorisedly. The applicant replied to the
charge-sheet but did not take part in the inquiry and hence
ex-parte inquiry was held. By order dated 11.3.1986 the penalty
of reduction to the louest stage in the samg time scale of pay
was imposed upon the applicant, He appealed against that order
but the appeal was repjctad en 9.6.1986. The applicant has
filed the present application on 29.12,1987 challenging the
order of penalty dated 11.3.,1986 as.well as the order of the
Appellate Authority dated 9.6,1986.‘
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2. : It appears that the General Manager suo=-moto reviewed -

the order and came to the conclusion that correct procedure

was not followed while holding the departmental inquiry. Hence,
by the order dated 14.9.1988, he set aside the order of penalty
and remitted the case back to the Disciplinary Authority for

de-novo action from the stage of issue of fresh charge-sheet.

3. The applicant has Piled M.P.No. 212/89 for amending

the application te cover challeng&né the order of the General
Manager dated 14.9.1988 also, b~
4. But while hearing the Misc.Pstition, we found that the

purpose of the application is already servsd. The impugned order

of penalty is set aside by the General Manager by order dated

- 14,9.1988 and the order of the Appellate ARuthority is also set

aside. The case is remitted to the Disciplinary Wuthcrity for
de-novo action from the stage of issue of fresh charge-sheet.

Even if we had allowed the applicatien, we would have granted

" liberty to hold a fresh inquiry. Hence, we find that the

application now does not survive.

Se In the result, we pass the folloding order i= The
application is diSpbsed of in view of the order passéd by the
General Manager on 14.9.1988, The applicant will be at libarty
to approach this Tribunal by way of filing a fresh application
after exhausting departmental remedies if the result of the
fresh departmental inquiry alsoc goes against him. Thafa will

be no order as to costs., M.P.No. 212/89 is disposed of,
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(P.S. Chaudhuri) (m.Bs ujumdar)
Member (A) ' Member (J)



