
IN THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNA 

HYDERABAD BENCH : AT HYDERABAD 

O.A.No.477/90 	 Date of Judgment: 21-06-19g0. 

G.Jeeva Raju.- 
....Applicant 

Vs. 

The Deputy Chief Mechanical Engineer, 
Wagon Workshop, Guntupalli. 

The Works Manager, 
Wagon Work Shop, Guntupalli. 

..Respondents 

Counsel for the Applicant 	Shri P.Krishna Paddy 

Counsel for the Respondent : 	Shri NR Devaraj, Sc for Rlys. 

COP AM: 

HONBLE SHRI B.N.JAYASIMIIA : 9IcE-CHAIR1lAN 

HONBLE SHRI O.SURYA RAO : MEMBER (JUDICIAL) 

C Judgment of the Bench deliverad by 
Hon'ble Shri ON Jayasimha, Vice-Chairman) 

C The Miscellaneous Application for condoning 

the dslàjheard on both sides. In the circumstances 

delay is condoned. Accordingly M.A. is allowed). 

The applicant herein was working as HSK Gr.I 

in the Wagon Workshop, Guntupalli, Vijoyawada Division, 

South Central Railway. He has filed this application 

questioning the order No.Gr./P.227/23072/uJR/13/oox 

dated 24-9-1986 removing him from service. He states 
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that a Criminal Case was instituted against him on the 

ground that he was in illegal possession of Railway 

properties. The Criminal Case ended in his conviction 
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 thereafter he preferred an appeal in 

No,C.A.110/88 before the II Additional District & 

ii arpflIa 'A co 	qtv2 KA C." c4Ml &D 

Sessions Judge, \iijayawada. )the- Criminal Review Petition 

t r'-fr-
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jagainst the Judgment in Criminal Appeal No.110/883  the 

said Criminal Review Petition is still pending. During 

the pendency of this Criminal Review Petition, the 

second respondent issued notice to him in his proceedings 

dated 6-9-1988 proposing to take action against him 

under rule 14(1) of the Railway Servants Discipline & 

Appeal Rules, 1958 consequent to his conviction in the 

Criminal Court. It was Jade z'ad-'tIefLa penalty of 

removal from service would be impowed on him. He submit-

ted his explanation stating that the Criminal Appeal 

was pending. The Respondent No.2 without considering 

passed the order dated 24-9-88.mposeJthe punishment 

of removal from service with effect from 30-9-68. 

Thereafter thereferred an appeal dated 11-11-1988 to 

the-respondent No.1 against the order of the Respondent 

No.2. That appeal has not been disposed off. Even 

though the appeal has not been disposed of by the 1st 

respondentand Eriminal Revision Petition is also 

pending before the Hon'ble High Court, the applicant is 
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being asked to vacate the Railway Quarters occupied by 

him at Rayanapadii Railway Colony. Aggrieved by this 

order, he has filed this application. 

counsel for the applicant 
3. 	5bt1 Krishna Reddy,,èrgues that the Department 

having waited till the disposal of the Criminal Appeal 

for taking action against the applicant, ought not to 

have taken action to pass the impugned order before the 

Criminal Revision Petition is disposed by the Nigh Court. 

We see no merit in this contention. There is no bar in 

initiating departmental proceedings against a Government 

Ssrvant)who has been convicted 	Criminal Court soon 

after conciction. if the Criminal Appeal is allowed, 

& 
the applicant can make representation for his re-insta- 

15a.-. 4A1169 C4A0(C1'tht IC 

tement.aed jhare is no bar kthe department f.ae taking 

action against the applicant on the basis of the convic-

tion passed by the Trial Court. The next point urged 

by Shri Krishna Reddy is that the applicant submitted 

his appeal to the appellate authority and the appellate 

authority has notpassed any order on the said appeal 

so far in compliance with rule 22 of the Railway Servants 

k-li tJtfl I-tA.4t %UAt 

Discipline and Appeal Rules. Lthe appellaiiticould not 

beivicted from his quarters without disposing of his 

appeal. By not passing an order on his appeal, the 

applicant has been denied the statutory right of appeal 

provided under the rules. Shri Devaraj states tht at 
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this stage, he has no instructions whether the appeal 

has been considered by the appellate authority and dis-

posed of or not. 

Having regard to the facts anicircumstaflCe'S of 

the case, we direct the 1st respondent to dispose of the 

peal preferred by the applicant dt.11-11-1988 e4ede-

tiously if not already disposed of after giving an' opoor-

tunity to the applicant of being heard personally. The 

applicant will not be evicted from the Railway Quarters, 

in his occupation till the appeal is disposed-off.' 

The O.A. Jdisposed-off with the above observe-

tionS. No order as to costs. 

(B.N.JAYASIFIHA) 	 (o.SuRVA RAG) 
Vice-Chairman 	 Member (J) 

Dated : 21st June 1990. 
Dictated in Open Court. 

Deputy Registrar(J 

AU LI 
To: 

The Deputy Chief Mechanical Engineer, Wagonworkshop, 
Cuntupalli. 
The Worksh Manager, Wagon work shop, 6untupalli. 

One copy to llr.P.t&ishnaReddy, Advocate, 3-5-899, 
Himayatñagar, Hyderabad, 
One copy to Mr.N.R.Deqaraj,SC for Railways, CAT,Hyd. 
One spare copy. 
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