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P , L 1 jaxenii
•"tppi icant.

Union of India
and others

Versus

Hon. l''!r„ 3L.5tice UcL. orivastaua, ^. C.
onj.bl-S f'l3„ U3ha aavar

nespohdentso

fBy Hon. Ilr. 3ustice U.C. Srivcstuva, V.C.)

•Pl.adlngs of this cass .re complete. Pities counsel
are aareei^so ue «b going to'dlapoae cf tHia case finally
bjith their consento

2. • The applicant at l&relavant point of time yaa uorki,
.a Ticket Collector. On 2r.12.1965 ..hile ha uaa on duty
at Jhslum Expresl^from Jhonai to Itarsi, = con.plJint
.aa made Oy a pas^engar against the applicant that he
has charged 20 B«. extra mcney from kt* paaaenger for
giving him a sleeper birth. The complaint uaa made to the
Prime minister. The uigilanos ePMuiry uas so made and the

. vigilance enquiry found him guilty thereafter the
departmantM annuiry proceeded. The applic-nt participated
aS, the oepartmantal" enquiry. The enguiry officer came
to the conclusion that the charge against the applicant
.es pro.ad and the .disciplinary authority acting on .
the report of the enquiry officer P-saad the punishment
,,der of reduction to a lo.ar pcat/grada, and has ordered
th=t; you =re, therefore, reduced to the louer grade of
Tu il tha scale cf Sa. 950-1500 for a period of three

^ orrlpr Thereafter, he filedyears from the date or uhi^ order.'n-
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of 3tatu3-qL'Q u-3 passBQ by the Tribunal. During the

pendency of this app 1ic^jtion, the applicant also offered

himself for the higher pTo.piotional post in uhich he ijas

selected but he uos not given promotion in uieu of the

fact that the status-quo order was preuailaa^,

2. The ] earned counsel for the applicant contended thcit

the punishment is b^sed on no evidence in as much ad no

• enquiry proceeded and thereis no evidence uhatsoever, against

the applicant to prove his guilt. After taking into consiaeratior'
the totality of the circumstances and the complaint of the

complianant uho hc;s no business tomake c.suchotype of complaint

againot a particular person, the enquiry afficur cyme to

the conclusion that the charge oQbinst hiu! ujas provedo

4. Mccordingly, we do not Find any flaw in the finding

so racorded/erVquiry o ff icer and the application -.g^^inst

the punishment order has got to be dismissed, ms the

punishment period is over end the applicant has been

selected for further promotion, there appears to be no reason

uhy he shall not be given ©fe the promotional post and
higher selection grade. The respondents shai.i give the
applicant the next promotional post and the grade to which

he is entitled. Both the Fiisc. applications are also st-no

disposed of with this judgment. No order as to the costs.

Uics-Chalrman
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