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( By Hon'ble Mr. Justice U .C , Srivastava//c)

This application is directed against the minor 

punishment aw-arded to the applicant, which punishment was

■ reduced by the appellate authority. The disciplinary

■
; authority was v/ithheld his increment for tv70 years while 

ithe appellate authority ^^rithheld it  only for one year.

the relevant point of time# the. applicant v/as working 

as G'oods Superintendent Grade-II. Ultimately, he was 

promoted on the post of Goods Superintendent Grade->I 

vide order dated 1 .1 .1 9 8 4 . The applicant was served with the 

memo of e^^ianation dated 8 .6 .1 9 87  on a cyclostyle form 

along with the statements of charges. TThe charge against 

the applicant was lack of supervision and that resulted in 

irregular loading. The applicant submitted his reply 

taking into consideration his ô n̂ statement that the loading 

was done by Sng Jagdish Prasad. The disciplinc.r"^ authority 

was of the view that it  wa® not a genuine reply and the 

applicant can notbe exonerated so far as his responsibility 

of supervision in respect of irregular loading by the 

said Jagdish Prasad is concerned. The applicant being 

aggrieved from the order filed  an appeal and the appellate^ . 

authority has accepted the a?.plSioation given by the applicant 

which was not accepted by the disciplinary authority.
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2 . On behalf of the applicant it was contended, that 

so far  as theloading and unloading is concerned., it  vjas 

not the responsibility of the applicant but there 

is no denial of the fact that the applicant has to perform 

his supervisor^’- duty. There is no other charge against 

the applicant and the only charge against him is the 

iiackness in'! supervision which resulted in giving priority 

in the matter of loading to one who was not entitled to 

and Vv’ithholding of loading of another person. It  wgs vjithin

the domain of the disciplinary authority or appellate 

authority to award the punishment . The learned counsel 

contended that even if , there was some slackness in

supervision and the applicant who ^̂ ;as not responsible 

would only, at the most, could have been warned. That may 

be So, it  could have been done, but so far as the quantum 

of punishment is concerned, the Tribunal can not interfere

I

j in  the same. However, it w ill be open for the applicant
I

'i to approach the departmental authority- and in case, they
i
: desire to di^lute it further, they can do so . The application

! is disposed of with the above observations. Parties to
1

bear th e i^o w n  costs.

Vic e-Ch ai rma n

Datedi 1 9 .5 .1992  

(n .u .)


