CENTRAL ADMINISTMATIVE TRIBUNAL: HYDERABAD B?NCH
HYDERABAD

CONTEMPT APPLICATIGN NG.125/95 in
ORIGI'\IAL APPLICATION NOg27 of 1995

Date .of-decisiony_  2-4-9§
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C. Rama Rag ‘ -
._.Q-,!‘p‘._o_-_\:s-q-"9‘2oul,éppi!_tﬁ_oon}-tos-q .. . H\ELI‘:AW(S?

Versus

Sri L.D. Behra
Addl, Dlnlslnnal Rly, Manager _ _
."*E"Rly::'lﬂaltéi ----- LT S P, . RBBPOMW{SJ

wie. . FOR INSTRUCTIONS "

l. Whetner it be referred to the Reporters

or not?

2. whether it be circulated to all‘the

Benches of C.A,T. or not?

R, Ran?arajan) {M.G. Chaudhari

Mcmber Admn ) ice Chairman/M&uwse (),



.,
.13"

5

.

14

IN THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL: HYDERABAD BENCH {
AT HYDERABAD _ &

Contempt PetitioniNo.125/95 in

in Original Application No.627/95 dt. 2-4-96 »
Between

C. Ramarao : Petitioner

and

sri £,D. Behra

Addl. Divnl. Rly. Manager

S.E. Rly., Waltair ‘ : Respondent

Counsel for the Petitioner -3 P.B. @ﬁjaya Kumar

' Advocate

Cﬁunsel for the respondent N.R. Devaraj,

SC for Railways

- e

HﬁN MR . JUSTICE&N,G CHAUDHARI, VICE CHALlrprmw

HUN. "1V o v e -
—= ArmmTuTCTRATT ﬂN)

Drder as Judgement

A\ el .
...:_}E . P T Y I _r‘hnudhari. U C )

¥
I Puruﬁaﬁam. 8gi. V., Bhimanna, and sri -

S e PR

N.,R. Devaraj,

2. Bv the order in the 0A which was dismissed, respnndent
R-2 was directed to disposSe Ui viie we—woe .

, . ——t~svoaditinuslv_and re?erably by the
end of October, 1995, From the counter reply it appe
that R-2 4. andﬂ\l}.h:ﬂgun %o

. LI

refarred the matter to the Rev1euxng authority and the

. #=~dfeinn which has bheen
communicated to the disciplinary authority. The final
_ - be-uewer . raguires the Presidential sanctlun.

Accordlng?$ofthe respondents considerable T1me 13 seyuas —o.

for obtaining the same as the papers have to move through



s

the Railway Board and the UPSC., Upto this level all
steps are stated to have been taken within the time
indicated in the origiﬁal opdqr; The show cause reply is
dated 4-1-1996.

3. The learned counsel for the applicant seeks to draw
our attention to a further development viz. that on
3-1-1996, the DR{(M) has issued a show cause notice to the
applicant calling upon him to show cause against the con-

clusion that the charges levelled against him vide charge

applicant had been given 15 days time to reply.

4. We are not able to appreciate as to how on the oOne
hand 1in the COUNTEer [eply 4T U4ad USEL DLausu wiaai wow sy

- - o~ & W . x 2 Y _——— vt d man L

passing the final order and on the other a show cause notice

hae haan isaned %venso it is obvious that some more time willrh
be required now in view of the show cause notice. It is -

conceivable that only thereafter the matter will be

PLULCEIITU &wd LIS & Lwe  —arusimesmery  — es— == '-J' - - - - -

5. ‘Strictly speaking since the applicant is a retired

person and as a period of 10 years is about to elapse

since the date of chargesheet, further delay in

finalisation of the case would not be justified. All that

CTAN DE Soldll LIl VACW Wi LG % wiaGees mwpra] == woremw = p—
are being taken with a leisurely pace. 1In such a case

delay is required to be avoided when the original order

oAb nd avnaditinne Aiennezl_nf_the broceed ina.

0030

s
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6. It is mentioned in the counter reply that petition

has been filed for extension of time to file inquiry report
and the time sought is for nine months, No date is
mentioned in the appli;atiun,,nar that applica#imn is before
us, Even if that has been filed ue.ragard the period of
nine months to be:£h0 long and ceuld not be justifiable,

7. In the aforesaid situation, we expect the respondents
to pass final order in the disciplinary proceedings within

a pErind of six months from today. Needless to add that

xR the applicant lﬁ*aggrleued by that decision will be atff;;?~g

et ae ha_mav_he aduised in
accordance with law to challenge that decision.

Oa A9 et e — _ ;{‘Jﬁ}?

for contempt is called for., The application is disposed of

{M.G. Chaudhari)
Yice Chairman

}?’M{{’Z' -
' T

s &Mm (9 ec,

-

L S X Y-

in terms gf the abogve order,

Mty

R. Rangarajan)
Member (Admn,)

Dated ¢ HPILL £, v
Dictated in Open Court

sk
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“To

1. Sri

¥ ﬂ; -
- R ~
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- " -
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© b o
- N - N ’
I;D Behra," L ‘ BRI ;

: Additional. Divisional RaiIWay Manager,

S.E.

2. One-
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Rly, Waltair. -
‘copy to Mr P.B.Vijayakumar, Advocate. CAT. Hyd
copy "to Mr. N, R.Devraj, SC for Rlys. CAT Hyd

.copy -to. Ldbrary, CAT. Hyd ‘ '
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L COURT
TYPED BY - CHECKED By

COMPARED BY , APPROVED BY

IN THE CENTRAL_ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL
HYDERABAD BENCH AT HYDERABAD .

THE HON'BLE.MR-JUSTICE M.G .CHAUDHART
VICE-CHAIRMAN

- MD L
- R RomsaRaT oun
THE HON'BLE MR« ReRATENBRAPRASAD- s M( 4 )

R Dateds 1-(1 ~1996

MALRALC. ANo. )“;]o\ . ,

in
0.4.No. Lrlas

T.a.No. (wep.o - )

"Admitteqd and Interim Directimhs
issue .. ’

Alloweg,

Disposed of with direction

. : '~ Dimisged. _ —

) Dismidsed as withdrawni
Dismissed for Defaylt

' Order d/Rejected,

pvm S . No order as to costs,

ki






