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R e g i s t r a t i o n  C ^ \ .  N o .  177  o f  1 9 S 0 (L)

K i s h o r i  L a i  . . .  . . .  . . .  ^ ^ p p l i c a n t .

Vers-us

U n io n  o f  I n d i a ,

a n a  o t h e r s  . . . .  . . .  . . .  R e sp o n c  e n t s .

Hon. -Ir. Ju stice  U..C«Srivastava,,V,C, 
H o n 'b le  K r . K .  Obavva, Icnber Ca )

( By Hon. :ir. Ju st ic e  U .C , Srivastava,V .G- )

The ^ p l i c a n t  who was working as Goods Superintendent

Grade-II at Lucknow was served with a charge-sheet along

with the etatenent of charges on a cyclostyled form issued

on 2 7 . 1 0 ^  988 . The charge against the slackness in supervision

in the matter of allotment of wagon whijh instead of being

done by him was done by some one other> although he was

present .The chargesheet v;as replied by the applicant on

7 .1 1 .1 9 8 8  denying the a lle g a tio n .lt  was stated by the

applicant that he was on leave and he had joined the duties

on 2 .1 C .1 9 8 8  but he could not work in the o ffic e  on that

very day . He had actually joined on 3 .H 0 .1988  in  the o f f ic e .

But# the reply of the ap,,licant d id  not. find favour (jt^ the 

respondents^ and that is  vjhy, the d iscip linary  authority^

came to the conclusion that the applicant is  guilty  of the

said charges. The applicant filed  an appeal against the

same and in appeat, personal hearing was also given to the

ap^.licant but the appeal was dism issed. The review application

was also dismissed and the punishment was confirmed. The

learned counsel for the applicant contended that it  is  because
second

of the snhanceTient of the/j^unishment, sim.ilar charges uere 

given to him . Although, the applicant has joined the duty 

on 3 .1 0 .1 9 S 3 , in the o ff ic e  and the happening took place
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on 2 .1 0 .1 9 8 3 ,  he has unnecessarily been levied v.'ith the

said responsibility . In may be , there are no good grounds

for interfering  in the procedure which has been adopted,

but as contended by the learned counsel fo r  the applicant

that the quantum of punishment in th is  case appears too

harsh. In one case, only punishiient of one year was given

but in the instant case, punishment of withholding of two

years increments has been maintained! although the charges

were same .The tribunal can not interfere in the guantum of

pianishment. However, the respondents themselves w ill

consiaer as to whether this  punishment can be reduced to

one year. However, it  is s t ill  rpen for  the revisional

authority to consider the case of the applicant and to reduce

his punishment for one y e ar . The application 3s disposed

of with t ^ a b o v e  observations without any order as to 

costs. l/lj

Vice-Chaiiman

Dated: 1 9 .5 .1 9 9 2  

(n .u .)


