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CENTRAL ADMlNISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL: BANGALORE BENCH

ORIGINAL APPLICATION NUMBER 6 OF 1994

WEDNESDAY THIS THE STH DAY OF JANUARY,1994.

Mr.Justice P.K.Shyamsundar, ++. Vice-Chairman.
Mr.V.Ramakrishnan, . «. Member(A)
A.Nagarajd,

S/o Gangadu, Aged about 33 years,

Pointsman A, Residing

-at No.13/678/C91, Srinivasanagar,

Ananthapur-515 001. ‘ ... Applicant.

(By Advocate Shri M.Raghavendrachar)
v.

1. The Senior Divisional Operating
Superintendent, Bangalore Division,
Southern Railway, Bangalore.

2. The Divisional Personnel Officer,
Southern Railway, Bangalore Division
Bangalore.

3. The Additional Divisional Railway
Manager, Bangalore Division,
B : Bangalore.

4. The Cnief Operating Manager,
Southern Railway, Madras. , .. Respondents.

ORDER

Mr.Justice P.K.Shyamsundar,Vice-Chairman:-

There appears to be some delay in the filing of this appli-
cation. In the circumstances explained in the Miscellaneous

Application we condone the delay.

uﬂha%% After having heard Mr.M.Raghavendrachar, learned counsel

;‘ E%g the applicant, we think that in the facts and circumstances
1% .

4‘%Qf§the case the applicant would be better off in insisting upon

L ;ﬁé disposal of the review application said to have been filed

-

;/w%s per Annexures A6 and A7 seeking intervention of the higher

g P
el ‘.c/ . !

‘E:/// o authorities in the matter of remedying his grievance touching

the impugned order which is one of removal from service. It




seems to us that the penalty of removal now imposed is sqmewhat
harsh in the \facts and circumstances of the case. But, then
Jﬂﬁéﬂf’ punishment being a matter within the discretion of the
authority it would be more ;ppropriate for the applicant to
persuade the ad@inistrative authorities to mitigate the rigour
of the penalty ‘by imposing on him a punishwent. other than
removal. We commend to the authorities to péss an appropriate
order in that bebalf taking note of the observation made herein
and the fact thaf the punishment in the criminal case wés based
on an incident due to an unfortunate pickering between the appli-
cant and an officer. Parting with the above observation we
direct the disposal of the representations which are styled
as review applications as per Annexures A6 and A7 within 3 monthé

from tine date of receipt of a copy of this order.

This application stands disposed off finally as aforesaid.

Let a copy of this order be sent to the respondents as

expeditiously as possible.
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