(By Hon'ble Mr.Justice U.C.Srivastava, w@,ﬂ; .
The applicant while working as Examinar _JJ
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Grade II(Skilled) in Small Arms Factory,Kanpur,
was charge-sheeted along with three other persons
for mis—-conducty Prior to the issuance of charge-
sheet, a Board of Enquiry was set-up which,
atter a detailed enquiry, came to a particular
ﬁ%_-fif' | | conclﬁsion which was followed by a charge-sheet.

%%j?-1=, % Three charges were framed which are as under:

| | :  ®  ARTICLE OF GHARGE-I |

'Gross Mis-=conduct! in thet the above

said Shri Harish Chandra Sethi, T,Ne,

51/V while functiening as Examiner Gr.II, |

SAF ,Kanpur ,unauthorisedly assembled 3
near Gate of Dispensary at about 11,15 a,m§*'1

on 3.,12.82 leaving his place of duty -

R - 1 and took leading part in shouting :
2l > derogatory slogans agaln t Shri R,P.Jauhari,
| paw(P &DD). i

: ARTICLE OF CHARGE —-II 4
'Gross Mis-=Conduct! in that the above said @
Harish Chandra Sethi, T.Ne.,51/V, Examiner "=
" Gr.11,SAF,Kanpur while shouting dero gatory X
legans followed Shri R,P,.Jauhari DM(P
on 3,12,82 from Gate Discpensary and fﬁr
entered into the effice of Shri R.K.S
Works Manager(Admn).

ARTICLE OF CHARGE-III

'Gross Mis-Conduct{ in that the abe
8hri Harish Chyndra Sethi, T.-yw
Examiner Gr,II,SAF Kanpur h5
the office of Shri.R.K.S Jnshi,
3.12.82 while shouting derogat
used abusive language, instiga
to assault Shri R.,P.Jauhari,
indulged in diserderly beha
rendering himself unbecomi
servant,

o e 2 f;:'?*:r";i_lﬂmi"mrnv:-ﬂ-r?qrm- A
o _' a1 0 fy =

._2a

Alang with the appyf]j



......
CRT

......

the ptmismw wdern Af ter exhausting the <
departmental remedy, the applicant filed a Civil
Suit in the Court of Munsif City,Kanpur which,

by operation of law,has been transferred to this
Tribunal. The punishment order has been challenged
on variety of grounds including that the authority
who passed the punishment order, was not competent
but ultimately, the learned counsel admitted that
this:questicn has been answered by the Supreme Court
that it is no longer epen to contest the same. u
So far as the departmentllenquiry is concerned, full f
opportunity to defend himself was given to the
applicant, The learned counsel for the applicant
contended that similar charge-sheet was issued
against all the four persons but similar punishment
has not been given and as such the applicant has
been discriminated in-asmuch as he was given
punishment of reduction in Fank while the other |
three persons were let affrﬁgnor penalty, We ha?qm,;%
gone through the charges levelled against the _
applicant and the other three persons and fo ”';E
that there was one more additional charge ggﬁ{" |
the applicant and when all the charges m&r&y.
it cannot be said that gny discriminatiﬁﬁ ”.
done to the applicant , because tharq;T?
charge,that is why the appliﬂﬂnﬁ.@iﬁﬁ

penalty of reduction in rank anc -






