
OPEN COJRT (!SJ 
CENTR,AL All INI.~T,. ,J-!.TIVE TRIBUNAL, ALL.AHAB.PJ). BEl\TQ-I 

.ALLAHABAD . ... ~ ..... 

Dated: Allahabad, the 20th day of February, 2)01 

Cdram: Hon1ble Mr. Justice R.R.K. Trivedi, VG 

Hon' bl e rnr. S. Qay al, A.M. 

ORIGINAL APPL1CATION NO. 792 OF 2CX)0 -- ·------ 

.Syed Mehd i, Kaz im Rizvi, 
son of late A. K. Rizvi, 
r/ o M/ 186/B station/ Colony, 
I z atrn ag a r, Ba re illy. 

. -Applicant 
( By Advocate Sri A. ~. Diwekar ) 

Versus 

l. Union of India, through General ilanager, 
North Eas t e.rn Railway, Gorakhpur. 

2. Div is ional Railway Iv anag er, 
N0rth Eastern Railway, 
Lz at naq ar, Bareill y. 

3. Chief .Medical Superintendent, 
North Eastern Railway, 
Izatnag ar, Bare illy. 

4. £enior Div is Lon al, Medical Officer, 
North Eastern ailway, 
Izatnagar, Bareilly. 

5. Chief Medical Director, · 
N0rth Eastern Failway, 
Go r akhpuz . 

Respondents 
{By Advocate ::.iri 

0 RD ER ( ORAL ) 

( By Hori' bl e fv1r, Just ice R.R. K. Trivedi, VG) 

This O. A.,· under Section 19 of ,AcJilinistrati 

(Tribunals) Act, 1985 has been filed, challenging the 
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order of punishment dated 2.5. ll. 99 passed by the 

disciplinary authority, order dated 4th I arch, 1999 

passed by the appellate authority, order dated 9th 

June, 1999 passed by the Revisional 'uthority and 

the. order dated 16th July, 1999 passed by the Chief 

Medical Director, in appeal. The learned counsel for 

the applicant has submitted that the bill was passed 

by the applicant on the basis of the report of the 
.;--. 

doctor, who haa"""certified the bill, and he should 

not be held guilty for the sane. ·;e have considered 

this aspect of the matter. H0wever, we are not convinced. 

As Off ice .Superintendent in financial matters, the 

applicant was und e r obligation to look after into 

all papers before placing the sane for signatures by 

disbursing authority. The lapse on part of the applicant 

is not minimised by the negligence committed by the 

doctor. All the departmental authorities have found 

charge proved against the applicant and we do not 

find any good ground to interfere with the aforesaid 

findings. 

2. The learned counsel for the applicant next 

s ubm i tt ed that enhancement of penalty by the rev is ion al 
- 

authority was not justified in this cas:e. It appears 

that the disciplinary authority initiaily reduced the 

pay-scale of the applicant to Rs. 6900/- f ran Rs. 7100/­ 

f or a period of 37 months with the condition that 

during the pe nden cy of the punishment, the applicant 

will not be entitled for any increment. The appellate 

authority, however, reduced this punishment for a 

period of 12 months and also said that the increments 

are suspended for temporary period. The revisional 
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authority was dissatisfied with the order of the 

appellate authority, and by an order dated 9th June, 1999. 

imposed penalty of stoppage of increnents for 37 months 

with future effect. The aforesaid pe nal ty has been 

maintained in appeal by the appellate authority, 

vide order dated 16th July, 1999. Considering the 

mis-conduct involved, we do not think that the penalty 

awa.rded is excessive or a.rbitrary. Moreover, it is 

discretionary on part of the departmental authority 

to award suitable punishment. In the facts and 

circumstances of the case,. we do not find any good 

ground for interference in the same. The 0. A. is 

accordingly dismissed. No order as t o costs. 
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