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IN THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL,HYDZRABAD BENCH

LR J

0.A.462 of 1987.

T pda e e 22 S

Setuwesn:

M. David Carey. .+ Applicant.
Vs, |
General Managsr, South Central

Railway, Secunderbad and tuwo
others, . Raspondents,

Shri §.Vedantha Réo, Counsel for Applicunt.

Shri N.®.Devaraj, Standing Counsel for Railw.ys.

CORAM: v
Hon'hle Sri B.N.Jayasimha, Vice-Chailrman.
Hon'ble Sri J,Narasimhamurty,Member (Judicialy].

Judgment of the Bench delivered by
Hon'ble Sri J.Narasimhamurty,

Member(Judidcial}.

-
-

This spplication is filed for guashing the
Order No.P.90/D&. J5C/MDC/435 dated 9=4-1987 of the
General Managasr, 3outh Central Railway, Szcunderabad

confirming the Appellate Order No.P.90/D&4/SC/MDC/435

dated 1-8-1986 of the Chiszf Commercial Superintend:nt,

South Central Railway ‘and confirming the.eriginal
order No. CON/SC/PC/61/85 dated 9--3--1986 of the
Divisional Reilway Manager/Broad Gsugg, .Jecunderabsd

Division, S=cunderzbad.

2. Th= averments in'the“application ars

‘as follows:

i
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The applicant joined the- service of the
then Central Railway on selection by the Service
Commission by d;rect recruitment as Assistant Cater-
ing Manaéér on 1-4-1961 and he was promoted as
Cataring Manager in the year 1966, as Senior Catering

Inspector in 1879 and as Chief Catering Inspector

" on 1-=1--1984.  The applicent got his promotions by

integrity, industry and loyalty.

3The applicant was served with thé pr'er
of dismissal on 9-~3-1985 from the Jrd resp?ndent
on the allegations of callous and indifferesnt work-
ing of the applicant and due to the tonﬁinUed
irregularifies cnnsideréble loss was sustai ned by
Railuway Admin;straticn. A su;prise chack carried
out by the Sénior pivisional Commercial Suher—
lntPndent and S50R at 5-00A.M., on 13--7—-1985 re-
VBalad a number of serious irregularities 1ncluU1ng
running of a parallel Catering arrangement at Kazi-
pet in connivance uiph the Sﬁpervisors and staff
misuising the facilities provided in the Catering

Unit at Kazipet.ar
|

4, The applicznt preferred an appeal to the
Chisf Commercial Superintzndent, South Eedtral Rail-

way on 10--10--1985 stating in detail that he

is a Divisional Catering Inspector of jecunderabad

Division with Headguarters at Sgcunderabad but not
vith Headquarters at. Kazipet(as alleged in the

imsugned, order) with the duties (i) to Inspect the

contract catering Units (3 VRRs, 2 NVRRs and 55 platform

Tea Stalls etc.,) stretched from Secunderabad to

Kazipet;‘ﬁecunderabad to Vadi, Vikasrabad to Parli

Vaijnath, Bibinagar to Nalgonda, Kazipet to Balharsha,
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KBazipet to Vi jayauwada and Dornakal to Bhadrachalam Road
over about 145ﬁ K.Ms., functioning on the entirs division
and and attend to connected policy matueIS, (ii) to check
up whether llcence fze, electrical charges, yater charges gtcey
are heing paid by the tontractors nromptly or nct,
(iii) to exercise supervision oVer the Functlonlng of
Departmantal Catering Units of the Division, (iv) to lock
aFter-the Special Catering arr-ngements whenever any ViPs.,
travel over the Division (v) to maks catering arrangemants
during the DRMBQ inspectian specials (vi) to arrange
catering arrangements at the sités during breaches etc.
to broskdown staff and passengers (vii) to carry out
the instructions of Commercial Officers uithjregard to
the cataring matters. The applicant states that the
charge is indofinite aﬁd vague iﬁcapable oP‘submitting
any representatlon and further states that Kazipet Unit
Establishment is controlled by tuwo Supervlcory staff
in the grade of Rs,580-~700 and Rs.425——640 who are
stationed at Kazipet itself and uhose duties ars to
ensure effective supervision and gualitative service
fn the public and that thétstaff who are in-chafge of
raw-mate;ials are under their direct control and
they are diresctly respopsibla for running the catering
Unit at Kazipet and that the nivisional Catering
Inspector only exarcises surpr%se and periodical checks
as and when time permifs, that the applicant cannot
remain at one place and that in thé normal course of
his duties, he was disturbed Very often to attend VIPs,
to man the Divisional Raillway Manager (special) for
renoVatibn of Kazipet Unit where he had to travel from
place to place for procurement of eqdipmgnts etc.

The applicant &urther states that whsn Base Kitchen was

opened at Kazipet on 1——1D-a1jZ£/ii/fif specially



morning on 13-~7--1985 whzn the applic;nt was not
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instructed tblluok after its functioning till it comes
to normal stage and in obedience to the instructions
he carriesd out his duties to the best of his ability.
In regard to second charge of alleged indifferent
working of ﬁhe applicant resﬁlting into considerabla
loss to the Railuay Administrsztion, he states theat

the Railuay Catering Unit‘ét Kazipet consscutively

earned profits_.and that there was no loss, that. in

‘the year 1983-84 it earned a profit of Rs.19,000/-

in 1984-85 it sarned a profit of Rs. ope lakh and

prom April 1385 to August 1985, a profit of Rs.28,000/-

and the applicant also states that it is fictitious to hold
that there were lossas in Kazipet Unit but on the othe
hand there has bsen considerable‘imprOVEmant and that the
complaints recorded at Kazipet Unit were nagligible, while

there was more sppreciation from the Members of the

" parliament and the V.I.Ps. The applicant states that

on every second day, some officer used to Visit Kazipet
for inspection and no one hzs ever pointedjout any lapse

in the catering Unit at Kazipet.

5. In resgarc to Charge No.3 he stétes that
for running and maintaining the Catering ﬁnit lies
with.the Inupector and Manager who diractly control
men and material in regard to functioning‘af the
fatering establishm:nt and that the ap;l;cant who

igs stationed at 3ecunderabad cannot be made res-—

‘ponsible far any such alleged irregularities unless

it is the case that there is callusigh and connivance

of this applicant with the Manager ahd Inspzctor.

kY

6. In rezgard to Charge No.4 hes states thail the

check was carried out at §=--00 hrs., in the darly
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presant, that ik kg running of a parallel cataring
arrangement is absolutzsly false and that the applicant
neﬁer'noticed any such irregularities and thu applicant
never remainsed a silent spectator for any such things
and if hs had noticed in any of his surptise checks in
the discharqe of his duties, hs would h-ave certainly
brought the same to the notice of the higher authcriiies
and taken action against the concerned officials ana

that this charge is fictitious charge.

7 In regard to 5th charge the applicaht statas
that it is vagus incapable of offering any explanation.
without holding a regular thuiry‘uhile imposing the
ma jor penalty of dismissal from ser¥ife, the applicant’s
services vere dismissed without giving him an opportunity
purporting to act under Rule 14(ii) of th: Discipline and

Appeal Rules,1968.

8. The applicant states that he has.mentioned
in his representation apart from rafuting ths factual
allegations made thzrein, how he was in—chafga of thes Dining
Car dﬁring the Qresideﬁt's Special in 1971,:h0u the
President complimented the applicant, how the applicant
racaived the G.M. Auafd during the Railuay 'week
Celsbrations in 1975 Por improvem.nt in Caﬁérihg Unit
at Kazipet and how the agplicant received the CCS Award
during theIRailuay Jeek Celebrations in‘the yezr 1978
for bringing good sales in Dining Cars, hou the applicant
was given pronotion as Senior Catering Imspector in 1981 and
the Chief Inspector in January, 1984 based on his
confidential reports and hou.there was never any adverse

confidential reports againsc the applibant.
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The apnlicant states that the appellate Authority
passed a bald order uwhich is liable te bz s.t set asidd.
He made a fevision/revieu petition before the General

Manager which was also dismissed. Hence this application,

9, The respondents filed their counter contending

as follows:

Sri ﬁ}D.Cafey was Divisional Catering Inzpector,
‘Secunderabad in Grade Rs.700--900(RS) Before he wes
dismissed from service under DAR Rule 14(II) of Railuay
sdrvants (Discipline and-Appeal)Rules,1968. Sri Garey
DCRI/SC was to supervise the Catering Units on Jecundirabad
Division especially the Catering Unit at Kazipet becuuse
it 'is a vary importaat unit?on Secunderabad Division.
Thz catering Unit at Kazipe% consists of tafeteria and
pase kitchen and it caters to the needs of hundreus
of passenﬁefs of important trains which pass through
Kazipet deily. Th: catering and vending services at
Kazipet run departmentally because the Railuay has
the reSpansibiiity to serve fooad stuffs acording te
the preséribed quantity and guality. It is also required
to ensure supply of tasty and wholescme food at
reasonab;e price, combine&'uith gfficient and courteous
service. But the mannor in which this Unit was super-

vised by Shri M.D.Carsy was not only detrimental to the
interest ?F Railway but also sullied image of Reilways
as publié utility services. ©Shri Carey was catering
manager ét the Deﬁartmental Cataring Unit at Kazipet
since hi# appointment on 1--4--1961 and he worked

thera during his entire service except for a period from
1969 to ?973. He was promoted to the grade of

Rs.700--.900(RS) in October,1984 as Divisional latering

Inspectior. He was usually residing at Kazipet and



with his ﬁroximity and Vvast experience as & Senior
Catering Inspszctor he would not have found it difficult
to notice the irregularities and exercise effective

control over Lhe functioning of this Unit.

10, In the months of December 1884 and
January,1985 Sr.DCS/SC inspected the catering unit
at Kazipet and noticed a number of irreqularities.
These irregularities were brought to the notice of
Shri Carey'uhu uas issued with a charge-sheet by
S5r.DCS/SC vide Memorandum No.C/C/65/F/5taff/B5
dated 18--1--1985. In his explanation to the charge-
sheet Shri Carey stated "I requaest your goodself to
kindly excuse me for my past @ lapsss and I assure you
Sir, that I shall not give any room for any such
recurrence and will be devoting more time on Kazipet
Unit. Again on 28--1--1985 in roply to 3r.DCs's/sC
lettar No. Con/SC/PC/57/84 dated 18—i-1985 expressed
his explanation in the same manner. On that he was
warned severely and the explanation was kept on record
and the applicant was informed tﬁat if such lapsegs uwere

notice he will be dealt with severely.

11. Againon 13--7--1985 the Cat:=ring Unit at
Kazipet as inspected by 3r.DCS/SC with Security
0fPicer, Secunderabad at 5-00A.M., number of serious

irrggularities were noticed during the surprise check.

15 unauthorised persons uwere found in the room whsre
tea and coffee are prepared and these unauthorissd person
were apprehended and prosecuted by‘the Railuay fMagistrat
who imposed a fine of Rs.250/~ on each of them. It has
come to light that the unauthorised persons have been
running a parallel catering establishment at Kazipet

with the full knowledge of the staff and Sri Carey

Divisional Eataring‘Inspecuor. )g///’///
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12.There was another incident at Kazipet on 18~-7--19g5

which was nnt an isolated case. A numher of passeangers

travelling by Train No.140 Ganga Kaveri EXxpress producdd

Stamped meal tickets which were sold on train,
af

| Iﬁ‘vieu
the inspection of Sr.DCS and SOR at Kazipet on 13-7-
.these faks

1985

tickets were not honoured. It is, therxforse,

Very clear that such fake tickets were being produced and

honoured on other days.

fa

However, the persons who sold the

ke tickets could not be apprehended,

13. Inspite of assurances given by Shri Carey the

Divisional Catering Inspector, the irregularitiss continued.
It is clear that the unauthorised Persons were running
parallel catering sstablishment at 'Kazipet with their

raw materials butlmere also misusing other facilities

like kitchen including fuel provided by the Railway. ’
Shri Malla Reddy, Commission Vendor of Kazipet Unit k&

in his statement dated 23--7--1885 stét;d that Mamgols

are being given to Sri Carey. According to him he wa:

in the know of things at Kazipet Catering Unit. Sri

Malla Reddy, Commission Vendor did not appear hefore

the Enquiry Officer stating that Sri Karey being a local

man he exprLssed his apprehension to 3r.DCS and requested
the authorities to avoid his presence for the enduiry.

14. The DiVisiﬁnal Railuay Manager, S<cunderabad the
competent authority after carefully considering all aspscts
end convincing that it is not reasonably ;racticable to
c;nduct a DAR enguiry against Shri Carey decided to impose

the penalty of dismissal from service on Shri M.D.Carey,

Diviéional Catering Inspector under Rule 14(ii) pn 5-8-1885.

His appeal to CCS/SC the. appellate Authority and the

review appecl to G.M., the reviewing authority wers

subsequently rejected. g;/”/////



15. There is nothing uncommon for & Railuay servant
to gst 4 promocions during the span of 2 decades uhenever

he is due and promotions are not given on aut of turn bhasis.

16. The Disciplinary #Authority has elaborately
explained the rsasons to invoke the rule 14 (ii) for imposing

the penalty of dismissal from service against the petitioner.

17. Huld.14 lays down the conditions uwhereby the
normal procedure of holding an gnquiry can bé dispensed
with under special circumstances i.e., thare is no
likely hood of vitnesses turning up for enquiry and
the Disciplinafy Authority can péss suitéble brdgrs.

ORM the Disciplinary Authority in this case has razcorded
that in the circumstances prevalent at Kazipet it was
not reasonahly practicable to hold an enquify against

Shri Carey, DCRI

18. In regard to the duties of Diviéional
Catering Inspector,.Secunderabad, the petitioner was naver
over-burdened and his performance was unsatisfactory.
His main duty was to inspect .Jepartmental catering Units
at Kazipet and Hyderabad. As the petitioner was normally
residing at Kazipet there was no dif?icultyjin exercising
effective supervision ovur Kazipet Unit.. All other
duties mentioned in this para are occasional and they
cannot be treated as normal duties of DCRI since except
the above said 2 wnits remaining catering zstablishments
were under contractors aubhorised by Railuéy Administratiaon.

19. The avermant of the applicant that parellsl
catering arrangemcnt at Kazipet was not thzre and it is a
false charge cannot be accepted. The plea that nothing

has come to his notice in his supprise check 1s alsd

untenable when it has come to notice that Sri Carsy has not
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reported any irregularity which was subsequently noticed

by 5r.DCS/SC and when 1t was brought to his notice by
Sr.DC3, 3hri Carey has not reportsd any irregularity

which was subsequently noticed by Sr.02S/SC and it was
broucht to his notice by r.DC2.  Shri Carey stétee that
hz would devote more tims on Kazipet and Hyderabad Units
and the lapses of not conducting thorough checks may kindly
be condoned sympatheticzslly. The %easibility of conducting
an enguiry was thought over by the Oisciplinary authority
and it came to the conclusicn that no useful purpose would
be served if an enguiry is ordersd in view of the situation
prevailing at Kazipet. He has, therefom, recorded this

fagt in his order dated 5--8--1985,

20, The applicant has not made out any case

and the application is liable to be dismissed.

21. Ws have heard Sri G.Vedantha Rao, learned
counsel for the Applicant and Shri N.R.Devarsj, learnsd

Standing Counsel for Rallways.

2o, The applicant joimed the service of the then
Central Railway on selection by the Szrvics Commission
as Assistent Catering Manager on 1=--4-~1861 and he

was promaoted from the Post of Assiscant Catering Manager

by stages to the post of Chief Catering Inspector on 1-1-1984.

He was raomoved from service alleging serious irregularities
in thea functioning eof Catering Unit, Kazipst .
23. The applicant contends that withaout canductwﬁ
A
any enguiry the respondents taking shelter under Rule 14 (ii)

af of the Railwiy Servants Discipline and Appeal Rules, 1868,

£
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The chargeé levellzd against him aré that he failed to
exercise adeguate supervision on the catering Unit at
Kazipet Station fesulting in mismanagement at all levels
of Puncti;ning of the Unit, that the indiffzrent working
resulted into considerable loss to the Railwey Ad-
ministration. These are all Yague charges. To
arrive at a correct decision, the applicant snould

have been given an opportunity to hear him and

conduct an engquiry. This was not done. Furthar

that Kazipet Unit Establiéhment is contrBlled by two
5uperVisofy staff in the grads= 5? Rs.550--700 and
Rs.425-—6£0 who are stationed at Kazipet and whosc
dufies arg to ensure effective supervision and
qualitative service to the public and that tﬁe staff
who are in-charge of raw-materials are under direct
control and they are directly responsible for running
the catering Unit at Kazi;et, that éhu Divisional
Catering Inspector only exercises surprisevand
pe;iodical checks as z2nd when time permits, that t%e
applicant cannot remain at onc place and that in the
normal cdurse of his duties, he was distrubed very
often to attend VIPs, to man the Divisional Railuay
Manager for renovation of Kazipet Unit where hs

had to travel from place to place for. procufemant

. o ek
of equipmént etc. The applicant has got uapy~bég4L/

jurisdiction covering nearly 1450 K.Ms., functioning an

the entire Division Theras are two Supervisory Staff to

- e e ot h s red o
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to control the'Kazipet Unit. The respondents have not
called for any explanation from them nor any charge memo
was issued to them and no disciplinary action was taken

against them up till now.

24, The. applicant states that he has got a
clean record. - Befause of his clean record, he got successive
promotions in a short span of time an account of his

efficiency in disé€harging his dutias.

25. The respondents state that on prior
occasion in 1qB4 8&X when some irregularities were urought
to the notice of the Applicant, he admitted them and
assured the Authorities that he would rectify thaose
irregulaerities. It is natural that whenaver superiors
pointed out some irfegularities against the subordinates,
most of the subordinates in order to avoid displeésurq
of mxg % their superiors admit those alleged irregularities
and assure tham. that they would be more careful in futurs.

P A= [t
The applicant in this isﬁe Ras admitted the irreqularities
. 1o

Ao b M;...Mufah., (i b

in future. This admisifbn cannot be made use 0of for
. " .

and assured the Autharitiea that he would be more car€ful

framing the carges~+ and removing him from serviee.

26% The respongents stated that on 13--7--1885
a check was carried out at 5-00 hrs., in ths esarly morning

wikxm KRx appiXizgRArk w&x REAR grRX and noticed irregqularities

such absrunning of a parallel catering arrangemtnt. The

h—~
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applicant states that he was not prasent at that time
and he naver noticed such parallel ruaning of a cater=-
ing Qnit at Kazipet. The respondents stats that whan

a check was conductad on 13~=-7-=-1885, 15 unauvthorisad
persuns were found in the room where tea and coffes are
prepared aéd these unauthorised persons uere apprbBhended
and prosecﬁted by the Railway magisteate uho imposed

a Pine of és.ZSO/- on sach of them. At that time

the petitioner states that he was not present. The
ofPicare in=charge of ths Unit at that partiéular tima
are helq responsible far such incidents. Proper action
should have also been taken against the Officers who
wers on duty at that pafticular‘point of time.

The asllegation that in the Khazipet Unit a parallel
catering Unit was bseing run is not supported by any
evidence; It is only an allegation made to that effect.
They did not produce any evidence to that effact. They
did not record any statements and they did not take

any act;on égainst the local officers ﬁha are in-chargs
of the Catsring Unit. The charges are Vvague. 0On the
basis of the vaguie allegations, he was removed from
service without conducting any enquiry applying the
provisions of Rule 14(ii) of the Railuway Servants
Disciplina and Appeal Rules, 1968.- 1f the respondents

fesl that it is not possible to hold any snquiry

{
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they might have stated the circumstances and reasons
under thch they could nat able to conduct an enquiry.'
Did thay take any steps to conduct an enquiry?

Did théy give summons to the witnessas?

They cénnot say simply that it is not posaible
ta conéuct an enquiry aspecially when a major punish-

ment is imposed against the Applicant.

In UNION OF INDIA V. TULSIRAM PATEL

(A.1.R.1985 S.C. 1416) the Supreme Court held:

In the context of an all India Strike

where a Very large number of railway ser-
vants had struck work, the railway sar-
vices paralysed, loyal workers and superior
officers assaulted and intimidated, the
country held to ransom, the economy of the
country and public interest and public-good
prejudicially affected, prompt and immediate
action was cslled for to bring the situation
to normal., In these circumstancas, it
cannot be said that an inquiry was reascnably

practicablae.

In the'aboye decision the Supreme Court has clearly
laid douwn ubx the circumstances and reasonsuiky
under;which an snquiry uas'not reasonably practicable.
In the instant case it cannot be said that the
respondents have takan proper and effactive steps

for holding an enquiry.

In S.SINGH V. U.0.I. (19853%(2) SCALE @88 the

Supraﬁe Court hald:

, "Where the disciplinary authority feels that

crucial and material evidence will not he
available in an inquiry because the witnesses who
could give such evidence are intimidated and wuld

not come forward and the only evidence which
would be aveilable, namely in this casa, of
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policeman, police officers and senior officsers,
would only be peripheral and cannot relate to all

ths charges and that, therefore, leading only such
evidence may be assailed in a court of law as being

a mere farcﬁbf an inquity and a deliberate attempt
to keep back‘m;terial witnesses, the disciplinary
authority would be justified in coming to the
conclusion that an inguiry is not reasonably

practicabls.

The Respondents have not given summons to the witnesses

to appear be fore the Enguiry Officer and only on the

- mare statement of the Commission Vendor who gavs his

statement on thse prior occasion had expressed his
apprehension to Sr.0CS and r=zguested him to aveid
his presence for the enquiry is & not a reasanable

ground to dispenss with the esnquiry.

3. In WORKMEN, HINOUSTAN STEEL LTD. V. HINDUSTAN
STEEL LTD., (A.I.R.1985 S.C. 251) the Supreme Court
held:

"When the decision of the smploysr to dispenss

whtd emqadry ds questioned, the employer must

be in a position to satisfy the Couft that holding
of the enguiry will be sither counter-productive or
may cause such irreparable and irreversible damage
which in the facts and circumstances of the case
need not be suffered. This minimum requirement
cannot and should not be dispensad with to control
wide discrstionary power and to Quard agai nst the
drastic powsr to inflict such a hdavy punishment as
denial of livelihood and casting a stigma without
giving the slighteast opporfunity to the employee

to controvert the allegation and even without
letting him know what is his misconduct."™

[
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Article 311{(2) envisages that no person shall be
dismissed or removed or reduced in rank except after
an enguiry in whi-h he has bheen informed of the chargéds
against him and give him a reassnable opportunity of
being heard in respect 0f those charges. In this
:ase,.thére is no enquiry. UWo reasconable opportunity
of veing hesard is given to him. wWhenever an émployee
is removed from sebvice, the administration must
follow the Rules and Procedure in imposing major
punishments. In this case, the Administration has
not followed the procedure but simply took shelter
uncder Rule 14 (ii) of the Railway Servants Disqipline
and Appe:l Rules and removed him from service; In
hetween Rule 14(ii) ef the Railvay Servants Discipline
and A?pe 1 Rules and Article 311(2) of the Coﬁstitution,

Article 311(2) would pfevail.

28. In a Full Bench.cace of Allahabad High
Cbur‘t in MAK;SUDAN PATHAK V. SECURITY OFFICER ( 1981)(2)SLR 451)
it was ohserved by the learned Judges that mere inability
or inefficiency 6f the Investigating Authority to obktain
evidence to prove the charge cannot be a reason Ffor
dispensing with the enquiry. In SRI KANT MISRA V.
UﬁION OF INDIA {(1987(3)sLR 97 Allahabad Bench of the
Central Administrati e Tribunal held follow%ng the
Full Bench decision of thz Allah:bad High C&urt that ths

Departmental enguiry has been arbitrarily and wrongly

dispensed with under Rulé 14(2) of ‘he Railway “ervantsg
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‘Discipline and Appeal Rules, 1568,

29, In the instant cass the respondents have not
folloued the procedure as laid down under Rule 14(i)arx (ii)
of the Railwuay Seryants Discipline and Appeai Rules,1968
and also Article 311(2) of the Constitutien. On this
ground alons the order of dismissal is liable ﬁo be

quashed,

30, In the appeal filed by the applicant, he
raised a number of pleas, He-gave his answers for
the various allegations made ageinst him, The A.pallate

Authority instead of discussing the points raised by ths

* applicant simply stated that "I have gone through the

casg, 1 find that the action taken by the DRM:(BG)SC

is fully justified, Undér the cifcumstances @he penalty
stands", wha; are the circumstances that are:justified

and how the penalty ;mpoéed stands; and uhat are grounds

for coming to thaet conclusion do not €ind a place in the

Appellate Order. Therafore, it is not a speaking order.

31, Relying on the decision of the Full Bench
of the Allahabad High Court and the decision of the
ARllahabad Bench of ths Central AdministxatiuelTribunal,
Qa hold that the Depar tmental Enquiry has been arbitrarily
and wrongly dispensed with under Rule 14(ii) of the

Railway Servants (Discipline and Appeal Rulses, 1968,
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32, In the circumstances, the Order No.CON/sc/Pc/61/85

, dated 9th September,1985 of the Divisinﬁal Railway

Mahager/SC,‘the Appsllate n§der No.P,90/D&A/SC/MDC/435

dated 1-78--1986 of the Chiaf.ﬂersonnel Officer and

Order No. P.90/D&A/SC/MOC/435 dated 9e-4--1987 afe

liable to bg.quashed Accordingly they'are quashed,

The respondents are directed to reipstate tﬁe

Applicant into service within three months from the

date of receipt of these orders with all conseguential

benefits, There will be no ofder as to costs.

by e WA

(B.N,JAYRSIMHA) (3 .NARASIMHANURTY)
Vice-Chairman, member (Judl.)
é , «® - - »
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To :
1. The Gensral manager,S.C.Railuay,sacunderabad.

2. Cﬁ¥§$xcummercial Superintendsnt, 5.C.Railuvay,Secundsrabad.
3, Divisional Railway Manager,Secundsrabad Division(B.G.),
Sscundarabad.
4, One copy to Mr,G.Vedantha Rap, Advocate,4-3-410,Bank Strest,
Hyderabad=-500001. ,
5, One copy to Mr,N.R.Devaraj,SC for Riys,CAT, Hyderabad,
6. Ona spare copy.




