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Applicant.
Versus

. Union of India
. a@nd others
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N \

' »
: ( By Hon'ble Mr. Justice U.C. Srivastava,VC)

This appblication is directed against the minorl

{ punishment awarded to the applicant, which punishment was
? reduced by the appellate authority. The disciplinary

-authority &as withheld his pncrement for two years while

: .the appellate authority withheld it only for one year.

ﬁt the relevant point of time, the. applicant was working

he was

tl

as Goods uuperlntendent Grade-ITI. Ultlmat 1y,

perOLed on the post of Goods Superintendent Grade-

v1d order dated 1l.1. 1984. The applicant was served with the

memo of expbanation dated 8.6.1987 on 2 cyclostyle form

albng with the statements of charges. “The charge against

the applicant was lack of supervision and tbdt resulted in

1rlegular loadlng. The applicant submitted his reply

t8k1nq into con51anratlon his oOwn statement that the loading
was done by &ne Jagdish prasad., The disciplinery authority

was of the view that it was not a ?enuine reply and the

i

aDpllCunt can nothe exonerlted so far as his rcsw3n51blllty

mf sapervision in respect of @@ irregular loading by the

said Jagdish Prasad is concerned. The applqunt being

aégrieved from the order £iled an appeal and the appellate

authority h@s accepted the empldnmation 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 was
not'the responsibility of the applicant but BE® there
is no denial of the fact tHat the applicant has to performm
his supervisory duty. There is no other charge against
the applican£ and the only:charge against him is the.
ahckness‘nf'supervision whicﬁ resulted in giving priority
in thelmatter of loading to one Who was not entitled to

and withholding of loadihg of another person. It wgs within

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 was not rGSponéible
would only, at the most, could have been warned, That may
e SO,‘it could have beeﬁ done, bﬁt so far as the guantum
of punishment is conCerned,'the Tribunal can not interfere

in the same. However, it will be open for the applicant
to approach the departmental

authorityi‘and in case, they
desire to diglute it further,

they can do so. The application
is disposed of with the above

observations. Parties to
bear the

own costs.
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