
IN THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL HYDERABAD BENCH 
AT HYDERARAD 

O.A. No.72 of 5990 
	 Date of decision: '-12-1991. 

Between 

Y .Thippanna 	 * APPLICANT 

A N ID 

The Chief Personnel Officer, 
South Central Railway, Secunderabad. 

The Divisional Railway Manager, 
South Central Railway, Guntakal. 

RESPONDENTS 

Appearance: 

For the applicant 	
Mr., P.Krjshraa ReddYAthocateCtA4P) 

For the Respondents 	Shri N.V.Ramana, ad44.-.cGSC 

CORAM 

The Hon'ble Shri P. Balasubramanian, Member (Adrnn.) 

The Hon'bie Shri T.Chandrasekhara Reddv, Member (Judicial) 

J U D G N 1€ N T 

(OF THE BENCH DELIVERW BY THE HON'BLE SHEU R.BALASUBRAMANIAN, 
MEMBER (A)) 

This Application filedby Stud Y.Tlhtppanna 

against the Chief Personnel Officer, South Central Railway, 

Secunderehad and another under Section 19 of the A6rninjstra- 

tive Tribunals Act, 1985, seeks a direction 	tañqhaside 

the impugned order No.G/P.227/17III/YT/109/87 dt.14/21-2-89. 

contd...2. 
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I 
To 	 \11 

The Chief personnel Off icer, 
S.C. Railway, secunddxabad. 

The Divisional Railway Manager. 
s.C.Railway. Guntakal. 

One copy to.Mr. P.Icrishna Reddy, Advocate, CAT.Hyd, 
One copy to Mr.N.V.Rafllafla. SC for Rlys, CAT.Hyd. 

One spare copy. 
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compulsorily retiring him from the post of Chief Clerk. The 

applicant is aggrieved with the order of compulsory retirement 

against which he made representtions. Finding no sucSess, he 

has filed this application. the Respofldents have filed a counter 

affidãvitThnd àpposed the application.*  

2. 	 The counsel for the applicant was not present at the 

hearing. The case was still heard with the counsel for the Res-

pondents and on examination it is seen from ground (j) at page-9 

of the Reply, that the copy of the Enquiry Report was not 

served on the applicant before passing the final punishment 

order. The Respondents contendj) that it is not necessary to 

furnish a copy of the enquiry report. We do not agree with 

this contention in the light of the law kid down by the 

Honble 5uprame Court in the case of Union of India Us. Ramzan 

Khan. Hence we quash the impugned order of compulsory retire-

ment. This, however, will not preclude the Respondents from 

supplying a copy of the enquiry report to the applicant (if not 

already given) and give him an opportunity to make his repre-

sentation and proceeding to complete the disciplinary proceed-

ings from that stage. The application is allowed to the 

extent indicated above but in the circumstances we make no 

order as to costs. If the respondents choose to continue the 

disciplinary proceedings and complete the same, the manner as 

to how the period spent in the proceedings should be treated 

would depend upon the ultimate result. Nothing said herein, 

would affect the decision of the Disciplinary Authority. At the 

same time, we hasten to add, that this order of the Tribunal 

is not a direction to necessarily continue the disciplinary pro-

ceeding. This  is entirely left to the discretion of the 

Disciplinary Authority. 

(R.Balasubramanjan) 	 (T.ChandharReddy 
Member (A) 	 Member (J) 

1 

mhb/avl. 	Datad 	

___ 

day of December, 1991. 
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