IN THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL : HYCDERABAD BENCH
AT HYDERABAD

D.A. No.72 of 1990 Date of decision: \\ =12-1991,
Between
Y .Thippanna .«+ APPLICANT

AND

1. The CThief Personnel Gfficer,
South Central Railway, Secunderabad.

2. The Divisional Railway Manager,

South Zentral Railway, Guntakal.
) ' e e+ RESPONDENTS

Avpearance:

For the applicant * Mr. P.Krishna ReddY,Advocate Q\[.P)
For the Resvondents : Shri N.V.Ramana, &3&4E6SC hﬁﬁ%ﬂ&
CCRAM

The Hon'ble Shri R,Balasubramanian, Member (Admn.)

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

JUDGMERNT

(OF THE BENCH DELIVERED BY THE HON'BLE SHRI R.BALASUBRAMANIAN,
MEMBER (A)) .

This Application filed'by Shri Y.Thippanna
against the Chief Personnel 9fficer, South Central Railway,
Secunderabad and another under Section 19 of the Administra-
‘tive Tribunals Act, 1985, seeké a direction Bettihghaside
the impugned order No.G/P.227/VIII/YT/106/87 dt.14/21-2-89
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1. The ChiefPersonnel Officer,
S.C.Railway, Secunddrabad.

2, The Divisional Railway Manager,

5.C Railway, Guntakal

3. One copy to- Mr. P.Krishna Reddy,

Advocate, CAT.Hyd.

4, One copy to Mr.N,v,Ramana, SC for Rlys, CAT,Hyd.

5, One spare COpPY.
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compulsarily retiring him from the post of Chief Clerk. The

applicant is aggrieved with the order of compulsory retirement

against which he made representations. anding‘np success, he

has Piled this application, The Regpopdents have filed a counter

affidavit’and opposed the application.’ e

2. The counsel For.the applicant was not present at the
hearing., 1he cass wes 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 Enguiry Report was naot -
served an the applicant before passing the final punishment
order. The Respondents contends_} that it is not necessary to
furnish a copy of the enguiry report. Ve do not agree with

this contention in the light of the lau famid down by the
Hon'ble Supreme Court in the case of Union of India Vs. Ramzan
Khan, Hence we quash the impugned order of compulsory retire-
ment, This, however, will not preclude the Respondents from
supplying a capy of the enduiry report to the applicant (i? not
already'giuen) and give him an opportunity to make his repre-

sentation and procseding 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 reapondentsrchoase to continue the
disciplinary procéedings and complete the same, the manner as
to how the periocd spent in the proceedings should be tresated
would depend upmh the ultimate result, HNothing said herein,
would affect the decision of the Disciplinary Authority. At the
same Fime, we hasten to add, that this order of the Tribunal

is not a direction {o necessarily continue the disciplinary pro-
ceeding. This is entirely left to the discretion of the

Oisciplinary Authority.

h ..A'A 4,.\/(4 W"\% ) ._"j v ’\’—\r
(R.Balasubramanian) - (T.Chandrasekhar Reddy

Member (A) Member (J)
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mhb/avl, Dated: W\ day of December, 1991, L‘u‘

Dy Reglelran (7)2R9)



O TN

« TYPED BY COMPARED BY -
- * )

CHECKED' By AbQBOVED BY

) IN THE CENIRAL ADMINISTRATTVE TRIBUNAL
' HYZERABAD> BENCH AT HYLERABAD

THE HMON'BLE ¥R, . sV.C .,
’
. «AND i
THE HON'BLE rﬁ. | M(3)
. AND '
. .

4
THE HON'BLE MR R. BALAWHRAMANTAM sM{A) r_’

THE HON'BLE MR, Cﬂaﬂbm5g$h&x&aﬁgpﬂad f'— .

paTen: W o ) _199; f/’—q -

©RBER/ JUDGMENT: ¥ a

M. A,/ Redey/Cus. NG,
S

) | ' o.A.Né. ‘77>/C?CJ o , c{:f
' T s#No, (w.Prﬁeb )

Adrntted and Interim directions
d. '

Issu

Allowdg, “—

Centra) Administratiyg Tribeneg
tionPESPATCH

AN

" .. Disposed of with dir

* ' Dismilssed.’

Dismi$sed as withdr






