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Date of Ja ecisjc: Novenber 14 , 1991 

Narida Kumar I'iishra 	: APp1icaat 
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Unj--ri of I ic and Others 	: Respondents  

Forthe aDoJic-t 	: M/s B.Pa1,Q..Ghosh 
J.C.Perija,Avoc tess 

the ::esoo 1 e1ts 	: -'ir. Tahalt jd1j,Add1. 
Sta:-dinç Cou:isel(Central) 

C OR AM; 

TH 	JON' 	HR .K.P .ACI-!ALA,vICj CHAIRMAN 

A N D 

r:ii .c,' 3L 	• J.C. ROY - Ii -1LE (ANMN.) 

Hhether re-- orters of local papers may be allowed 
to see the judgrnent?Ycs. 

To he ref errrd t o t he reporters or not? f 

-Jhether Th'ir Lordsb ips wish to s ce the air 
cO)v of the judgment?Yes. 
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K.P.ACPiARY V.C. 	In this ap licatiri under sectio* 19 of 

the ethtral Administrative Tribunals Act, 1985  the 

Pet itioner :rsys to uash the order of the disciplinary 

authority irn)osing penalty over the petitioner resulting 

for a disciplinary orocsadir'ig. 

2. 	 3hortly stated, thp case of the Petitioner 

is that while hr, ',, as 	as Headmaster in a certain 

Y i.E. 3chool uaer the flandakaranya Authority a charge 

shet containinc certain articles of charge of misconduct 

and misbehaviour was delivered to the Petitioner and 

a proceedia. nas i:iitiated against him. The Petitioner 

Was required to face four items of charce and a full- 

ledged en.: fry was conducted • The enquiry officer 

submitted tis findings holding the petitioner to be not  

guilty in respect of charge Nos.2,3 and 4 and he further 

found charge hc.l to have been established. The Di:ciplin-

aryAutbority concurredaith the findings of the enquiry 

Officer and held the petitiorer to be guilty of charge 

No.1 and imoosed a nerialty of reduction of incemerit with 

cumulative efiect by one stage arid also censure. The 

Petittarier 	areferred an appeal which did riot yield 

any fruitful result. Hence this ariolicat inn with the  

aforesaid orover. 



 

Petitioner and din. ahali Dalj, learned ILd itional 

3tading Cou sel for the Central Geramert at 

considerable length. ie have perused the irnpuccied or 1 er 

of punishment 	:rLd the reason assigned by the enqu Lry 

Officer nf. that of the dicipliry authority who has 

elarately Telt with the evidence in the c a s e and 

we kind no resson to take the view other than what has 

been taken by the fisciaijnar\r autho±ity. Nothing was 

pointed out i:o us on tii basis o: w ich it could be 

held that aric les si natural u.stice has bees 

Violated ar 	 o: : ort J  aity had 'ceej denied 

to the etitdsaer n defending himself. 

4. 	 It was lastly contended that for a peetty 

offence commioted by the :etit Loner, the quantum of 

penalty is exccw sive and needs isterference. In the 

case of Union of India Vs. Peramananda tteported in 

AIR 1989 SC 1185 Their Lordsh iüs have held that Caurts 

inclu:Iinq th la ibuaal have ac powers to interf'ere in 

regard to the cu tum o penalty. Therefore, we are 

-un-able to accede to the secuest made on behalf of the 

i-'etJtio:cr. 

5. 	 --hus, we find no merit in this case which 

stands dismissed lacvirig the parties to bear tëeir own 

cost. 
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