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CENTRAL Pil~ INI STRATI VE 1RIBUNAL 
ALLAt:JABAD B EJ\JCHi ALLPHABAD. 

Allahabad, this the 19th day of April 2002. 

QUORJM : HON. rm. c. s. C.rlADHA, A.'\ • 
HON. I§. A.K. BHATNAGAl:.:.z. J .~ 

O. A. No. 411 of 2002. 

Kripa Shankar Lal ( Section Engg. I o rks }, Gopal Gaaj s/ o 

Deo Sharan am r/ o Village r, oh anm adpur, Post f'"lubarakpur, 

ist. Gbazipur, at presented posted as Junior Engg. I ( ·Jork), 

Cha para, N. E. Railway c. P. C ••••• 
Counsel for applicant : Sri I.M. Kusbwaha. 

Versus 

J.\oplicant • • • • • 

l. Union of India through G.V., N.E., Railway, Gorakhpur. 

2. D.R.M. · ( Engg.), NE. Railway, Varanasi. 

3. D. E. N. (IV), N;E. Railway, Varanasi. 

4. .D.E. N. Chapara, N. E. Railway, Ch ap az-a, 

5. K.M. Srivastava, Asst. Iv Ls Lorial Engineer, N. E •• Ch ap az , 

• • • • • ••••• Respondents. 

Counsel for respondents : Sri K.P. Singh. 

0 R D_§_~ (Ol AL) 

12.Y..lION •. I:__. c. ~. __ c..;;.;H_ADH_= ... T .,. __ ~··..;.. 

The matter relates to the punishment to the 

applicant vide order dated 15.3.0l by which the applicant 

was punished by reduction to the m i rurmm of the tin1e seal e 

for 35 months without cumulative effect. Pggrieved by this 

order, he has filed this O. ·• without filing the statutory 

appeal. Counsel for the applicant has brought to our notice 

a letter written by applicant to the Respondent No. 2 0 t·, 

Engineering Central Eastern Railway, Varanasi as per ·1nexur 

No.4 dated 9.4.01. That application is not an appeal in as 

much as it does not firstly state that it is an appeal nor 

it gives any reason why the order of the discipl iaary autho­ 

ri ty is illegal or invalid. It merely reiterates the case 

of the applicant that he ha-d applied for leave. This is 
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not an appeal and unless the applicant exhausts the statutory 

appeal and revision, he cannot approach this Tribunal. 

Counsel for the applicant also states that he is 

being deliberately harassed by his superiors because he 'has 

received two punishnents and three charge-sheets in one year. 

-ve are unable to agree with this contention because there 

could be more than one instance of misdemeanour in one year. 

Each order of punishment has to be challenged in a separate 

O. A. after having exhausted all the statutory remedies. 

However, in the interests of justice, we would perm Lt the 

applicant now to file an appeal before the appellate authority 

Which shall be considered to be within 't im e , 

,.., 
0. In tbe c Lrcuns t ance s mentioned above, this o. A. 
is dismissed as being pre-mature and as having been filed 

without exhausting the statutory remedies of appeal and 

revision. However, the respondents are directed to allovv 

the applicant to appeal against the impugned order and the 

same shall be decided by a reasoned speaking order within 

six months from the filing of appeal. 

No order as to costs. 

~ 
J.M. 
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