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Original application Eo. 993 of 19S7

Vijay Sinqh , A-s-plicant

Versus
\ -

Union of India .G. Others ....... c . Re.*^^^onients

Hon'ble Mro Justice U.C<.3'rivastava, V.C.

Hon'ble Ms. Hsha oavara, Membar (a)

( By Hon'ble Mr. Justice U .C.S.rivastava, VC) I

The ar^r^lidant who v/as workincr as a Khalasi ^t ;"S/' •

Bikaner under 3',I./D-I, vjas served with a charge-sheet d--' tad

10.5.86. The charge acn 'nst hir^ was thnt the apjvi^-iesnt v;3S
*

r;resant at the platform on 4.6.19S6 at- about IS. 55.hours. .
f

S.%i^h<\?i-T;y;.l-ic='nt) created a scene infront of»

RA-IS occupied by the Divisional R^ilx^/ay Manager, Bikane^p-

shoutinc; indiscriminately that he haeP not been gr^^nted -theP 1^.
officiating allov.'ance although he had officiated, The ci€ir",<;'^;

of P Branch Udai Singh" demands money .unlass his palm is ^

greased he will not 'Phe iunior^-' employees' are

catting promotion by bribing and the seniors are ignored. :

Thus, the charge aga'.nst him .was that he failed to rain-cain ,

absoliite integrity, hence violated" rule 3(i)Cii) and (iii) '

- . of the Railway Service Conduct Rules 1966.

Accord-'ng to the respondents, the apnlicant di^

not file anx^ objection th-n-'s why the punishment of v-'ithhoi

the increment for three ^^^^ars h^^s been awarded. The ap^-lic

filed a dei>artmental apreal. The appeal authority dismis3@

the appeal saying -fehat his reference has been considered p||
by point and there is no s-absfeance in the same. 'The aprliel

filed a review apolicnt/on. The review apflicat;ion v7ao -Jsoi

dismissed on the ground that this fact stands subs tanciatej
Whereafter, he has •filed this aprlication.

3. • • The learned counsel for the applicant cohtenc

Contd.



that although, he only protested and did not shout or levelt&d

any charG"^ aa?.inst him ^jnd even if it w-?s so, it wa.3 not 3 c.-'S.---

of 'intre-grIty, at tha most'it could be some other charge, but nci

of inteority, which has bar-n levelled against him and he did

file hi.s defence statement whibh is evident from the aprellate

author;it^-Vs order^ The orier passed by the api^llate authority

is not very clear -.s to vjhether it was in respect of the defence

•filed by the applicant which ^it aprrears^v/as not received by the

appellate authority in view of the fact;^ that it was addressed

by nam.e and was returned by the postman. The reviev,' authoritv

took into consideration the finding recorded in some connected

case of which the applicant v.'as not apprised o^f.^ i^ccorcUngly,

the review order dated ,15.2.1987 is quashed and the review

authority is directed to consider the review application

in the light as to whether the charge against tha applicant

could be under 3(i) (ii; aridiX iii) of the. RaiKray Service Conduct

Rules regarding integrity ,-5, without taking into consideration

the finding recorded in any case. In case, the. review authority

cdm.es to conclusion that the charge against the applicant is

true, it-will also be considered'that whether such a charge, •

the quantum, of punishment is not excessive or harsh. Let a

decision be given by the reviev; authority v^ithin a 1$ riod of

three mionths from the date of comjaunication of this order. '/ith

these observat.ions, the application ifi disposed of finally. Ho

order as to costs.
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