
CENTR<?aj ^^INISTRATIVE TIRIBUN̂ Sj 

LUCKNOW BENCH 

LUCKNOW

Original Application No, 297 of 1989

Sriniwas Chaubay Applicant
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Union of India c. others Respondents.

Snri O.P.Srivastava Counsel for i^plicant. 

S]̂ i  B«K.Shu]aa__^-ytn s ^  for Respondoni-Q

J, Corams

H o ^  Srivastava. V ,C .
Hon. hr. K. Qbayva^ -Mm. MeiTibpr,

(Hoa. Mr. Justice U .C .S r iv a s t a v a , V .C . )

The applicant who was working Guard grade B

was placedunder suspension vide order dated 17.9.1986 |

and a charge sheet was served upon him on 14.io .8«

and the charges against the applioart was that while  ̂

«>rking as such in train No. 105 Du., he fcok Rs 1,2 and,

3 fronpassangers and asked than to gowithoiit ticket 

after m aki^ payment to him and as soon as the train 

moved tte Vigilance Inspector intercepted. It  has further 

been alleged that one of the persons gave statement f 

Xliai. he paid 55 2/ _  for Ajgain.ilongwil* charge shset 

certain other documents were also supplied inclualng thei

statement of witnesses and * e  encsSiry officer was 

appointed and the enquiry officer «utanitted the

enquiry r ^o rt  after conducting the enuqiry and 

examining the witnesses. The punishing authority.
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imposed the punishment of withholding of increments for

tv;o years. The applicant filed appeal against the

punishment but the appeal was dismissed vide order
revision

dated 16,11,87 and subsequently/was filed by the

applicant which was decided

and the punishment was reduced frcxn two to ‘ 

one incranent. The learned counsel for Ihe applicant

contended that tte charge against the applicaBt was
\

not proved and he h^s not caniTdtted any such work 

and he was not given opportunity.
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As a matter of factthe ..charge sheet for

maijor penalty was issued and it was within the 

cc^ripetence of the authority to give minor, instead of 

major punishment. The statement of witnesses were

examined and it was within the domain of the enquiry

officer to accept one set of witnesses and reject the 

other and the respondents have not committeed any 

illegality. It  is not a ^case in which opportunity 

was to be given. Even if  some extranecbus 

matter was brought, it was not a case of no evidence 

because if seme evidence wasthere, punishment was given. 

NO interference is Called in this applicationand the

same accordingly dismissed. No order as to costs.

Mm .
Vice Chairman,

Lucknow: Dated 6, 1. 93,


