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BEFORE THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRiTIVE TRIBUNAL 

BANGALORE BENCH 	BANGALORE 

DATED THIS THE 16th DECE[h3ER 1986 

Present : Hon'ble Shri Ch, Ramakrishna Rao 	- Member (3) 

Hon'ble Shri P.Srinivasan 	- Member (A) 

'S 	

APPLICATIONNo. 1666/86(F) 

H.B. Nagaraja 
109/C, W.A.P.,West Colony 
Yelanhanka, Bangalore 560 064 

(Sri Ranganath S. Jois, Advocate) 

and 

General Manager 
Wheel & Axle Plant, 

Works Manager 
Wheel & Axle Plant. 

- Applicant 

Deputy Chief Mechanical Engineer(M) 
Wheel & Axle Plant 

Yelahanka, Bangalore 560 0064 	- Respondents 

(Sri M. Sreerangaiah, Advocate) 

This application came up before this Tribunal 

to day for hearing and Hon'ble Member (J) Ch. Ramakrishna 

Rao made the following 

ORDER 

The applicant joined as a Arti3an in Maintenance Department 

in. the Wheel & Axle Plant, Yelahanka, Bangalore from 
CiA 

19.1. 1983. 	He is aggrieved by the order dated 14.4.86 

of the Disciplinary Authority (DA) imposing the 

penalty of dismissal from railway service, which was 

passed after the charges levelled against him we:e 

found established by the Board of Inquiry. The 
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an appeal to the third respondt but 

applicant pref9rr  

in vain. 	Hence this applicati0 
n. 

2. 	
Sin Rangaflath S. Jois, learned eoUflSOl for the 

applicant contends that the order 4_71986 (nnexurB 
) 

passed by the appel8t8 authority is not a speakiflQ order. 

ccordiflQ to Shni Jois, the order merely states that'dUlY 

taking into account all facts of the case, the evidence 

on record and the fjndiflQS of the OisóipliflY i\uthoritY, 

you are guiltY of seriOUS misconduct.' 

3. 	Shni IL 	
learned counsel for the respoflCl8flt5 

nor of the order it is apparent that 
submits th t from the te  

aé applied his mind to the material 
the apoelate authority h  

on record and thereafter confirmed the penalti imposed by 

the DisciplinarY PuthoritY. 

4. 	
We have considered the arQumeflts of the learned 

counsels of both sides carefullY. We are satisfied tht the 

order passed by the appelate authority is not a speaking 

order. The Supreme Court in a recent judgement in Rar Chander 

v Uni2,fl 	Jn 	
.IR 1986 SC 1173 has enunciated in 

una
mbiguous terms in a case arising under the Railway 

Services (DisCipliflB and ppeal) Rules as follows : 

"We wish to emphasize that reasoned decisions by 
tribunals,,SUCh asthe Railway Board in te present 

case, will promote public conf'idence in the 
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passed by the appelate authority, and direct him to hear 

and dispose of the appeal after affording a personal hearing 

to the applicant. We also direct the appellate authority 

to pass a reasoned order as required by law and in conformity 

with the Rules at an early date and in any case not later than 

four months from the date of receipt of this order. 

In the view we have taken, we do not think it 

necessary to go into the merit;of the application, which 

the applicant can agitate before the •appelate authority.' 

In the result', the application is disposed of as 

indicated above. No order as to costs. 

GL4 
Member (J) 
	

Member (A)(s) 


