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Heaçd Mr.Sjattnaik, Ld.ceunsei for the 

applicant and Mr.C.R.Mishra,Ld.C.unsel for 

the Respondents. 

The applicant in this O.A. has faced an 

order of removal from service for his absence 

from duties fbr the period from I)ecepber,187 

to Janry,:18• He has alled that he was 

removed from service by imposing pubis}inent 

which is rirous harsh and drastic in nature, 

by way of victhnisation and that he was given 

no opportunity in the enquiry to defend his 

case. He has further su.bnitted that he being 

a C'oup D employee, he was not sufficiently 

aware of the Rules which stood in the way of 

his making effective representation to the 

author.ties to reconsider the quantgn of puni- 
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shmnt imposed on him. Tdy re ferrinr to 

Railway Booed's letter suppossed to have en 

issued on 19.60M wherein it is prtviled that 

Group 'C' and 'J' Railway 3erv*ntS who 	e 

disms ed/removed/cempu 1 sri ly retired may 

al"'Plit for a revision of the penalty mposd 

on them to the General Manaer/iRM under 

control they are wcridn. 

In persuant to that he had rre ferred a 

representation to Res.N0.2 through proper 

channel for revision of the penalty which ,;,as 

imposed on him by order dtd.17.12.97 but the 

sane was reJected by Res..3 without forward 

ing it to Res..2 who was al.neto revise the 

order. With the above frame, he h4 approac 

this Tribunal with a prayer to direct the es-

pondents to take steps to revise the penalty 

imrsed on him and to &Viash the order of reme-. 

a 1. 

The Respondents have opposed the app licat'P 

They have subnitted that the applicant whilm  

on duty had remained absent from dut is and he 
_hi2-vc4k 	--- 

has ,a' ho$t44e-,*tt1ttidq in this respect. As b 

remained absent without any intimation froi 

12.10.87, he was issued two warning iette 

by Sr.DM(Oiesel)B,ndiImunda by Red.ost which 
/- 

were duly acknowledged by the app licint..fv 

that he did not improve his cnduct and he 

never 1eined the duty which xsult'd in initia-.I 

tin of disciplinary CtiDfl 	inst hiirt 	he 

had. duly received the charce Memo issued to him 

by the Respondents under Rule 9 of Railway ser-I 

vantg (I) & A Rules 1, 68)1onwLth the lett"r 

dtd. 1.3.38. The applicant did not_articipt:I 
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'enquiry in spite of being noticed to appea,

before the enquiry Cojmittee on the appoint 

dat'. The Disciplinary Autheirity 1rnposed the 

punisFment of removal from service on the 

applicant vide his order dtd. 7.48 (Annexur'l 

It is the subissi,n of the Respondents that 

the applicant did.not prefer an appeal aiins 

the punisPment order tznposed on him before 

the appillate authority. They further stated 

that the applicant had made a representation. 

on 17.12.1 before the IDRM Chakradhrpur Divi-

sion for revisi,n of penalty imposed on him 

on the strength of Railway board's itter 

dtd. 1.697 which was considered and rejected 

by Sr.Divisienal Mechanical Engineer (Tiesel), 

Bcndura (nnexure..R/4) who was the autbrity 

delegated to deal with the cases of Group D 

officials in revisional mtters by the General 

Mar4er,  The Ld.C.unsei for the applicant has 

made an appeal before us for çiving directicn 

to the Respondents to reconsider his c ase • TWho 

Ld,Counsel for the Respondents have drawn our 

notice to the fact that the official b. 
been 

barely worked for S years 	he havingappoi- 

nted in the year 1983 as regular Khalasi and 

his conduct was no.Pvjt 	satisfactory on the 

ground of his habit of #requent absence with 

out intimation. He has als, péinted out that 

his representation for revision of the puniSh, 

mont order was luly considered by the authori... 

ty competent for this purpose1  we-t--.find 

anynleritarKLi-t i.e ads- to-.pperttrni-ty for any 

furtb.r_nsideratio.n-e :f- the -rn atter. He has 
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also pointed out that the punishrnnt or3er 

was issued on, hin on 7408 against which 

he rver botheto file an appeal and revisi-

on application wen he filed it was 8 years 

after the iznpositin of punishment. From the  

abeve chrono boy given, it wuld appear that 

the allegation brought against the applicant 

aput his indifferent attitude canrt be 

disbelieved. The Ld.Counsel for the Resp.fld 

nts further pointed out that the applicant 

has also knocked at the door of the Tribunal 

for too late a1ut six years after pass ing 

of the order of the revision authority. He 

has further suljnitted the question of Urn ita-

tiOn should also be considered by the Tribu-

nal while passine the final order. 

Having heard beth the parties and having 
S 

regard to the facts and circtinstances of the 

case, there appears to be very little scope 

of judicial intervention as in disciplinary 

matters the Courts or Tribunals are not to 

act as Appollate QourU. 

That being the position of law and the 

applicant having not been able to bring befS 

us any dejiciencies in the procedure followed 

by their Respondents in the matter of disci.-

plinary proceedings initiated aainst him 
tl-..J--  --P-- 

ara  th*t-jad accurred since 138in his apr-

oaching fio the revision authority or th; 

C.urt makes it a-out--o-f preposition t corr 

to rescue in any way. In the aforesaid 

premises, we see no scope for lLtiUwrV 

iterpro#ation. Accordinçly this O.A. i 
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disposed of as being without any merit. 

Over and above this 0 • 2. is barred by 

limitation. 

ber()p1  vi-chairman IV 
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