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IN THE CENTRAL RD[IINISTRATDJE TRI8ur'iRL 

HYDERABAD BENCH 	AT HYDERh8RD 

O.R. No. 265/90 
	

Dt. of Decision 	30.11.93 

M. Prakaga Rao 	 Applicant 
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Union oIndia per General Manager, 
South CCfltr51 Railway, Rail Nilayam, 
Sacunderabad. 

Senior Divisional Commercial() 
Superintendent, South Cantrat) 
Railway, llijayauada. 

Divisional Commercial Superintendent, 
South Central Railway, Vijayawada. 

Respondents. 

Counsel for the Applicant 	: 	Mr. C. Ramachandra Rao 

Counsel for the Respondents : 	Mr. N.R.Dvaraj 
Sr. CGSC 

CUR AM: 

THE HUN'BLE SHRI A.D. GORTHI 	MEMBER (RDMN.) 

THE HON'BLE SHRI I. CHRNDRASEKHRRA REDDY : MEMBER (JUDL. ) 
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0.A.NO.265/90 	 Date of Judgement: 	 93 S  

JWX3EMENT 

XAs per Mon'ble Shri P. ChandraseicharaReddy Member(j))j 

This is an application filed under Section 19 of 

the Administrative Tribunals Act, to set aside the order 

of the 3rd respondent dated 19.7.89 imposing the penalty 

of reducing the applicant from the post of Read Travelling 

Ticket Examiner (RflE) in the grade of Rs.14002300 to the 

post of Travelling Ticket Examiner(nE) in the grade of 

Rs.12002040 and also reducing the pay of the applicant 

from Rs.1560 to Rs.1530 for a period of two years with 

cumulative effect and with loss of seniority as confirmed 

by the 2nd respondent as per his orders dated 20.12.89 
'flz 	-F k4t 

and 
'N  to confer wtth all consequential benefits, and pass 

such other order or orders as may deem fit and proper 

in the circumstances of the case. 

The facts giving rise to this CA in brief, 

may be Stated as followsg 

The applicant was originally appointedas a Clerk 

in the Southern Railway in the year 1965. In the year 1977 

the appliàant was appointed as Ticket Collector and was 

posted at Dronachalam. In the jear198, the applicant 

was promoted and posted at Vij ayawada as Senior Ticket 

Collector and in the year 1984 he was p*omoted as Read 
7.s.86 

Travelling Ticket Examiner. n,49the applicant was rOfl duty 

as Read Travelling Ticket Examiner in 'D and 'E' coaches 

of the Train No.20 (Konaric Express) from Vijayawada to 

Waltair. While the applicant was in Coach 'D, the 

said coach was checked by one Sri KRKV Prasad, Vigilance 

Inspector between Samalkot and Waltair. The applicant 

did hot co-operate with the checking official and did not 

produce relevant records. 

- 	 .. 



4. 	A Disciplinary inquiry wascontemplated as against the 	-. 

applicant and the applicant was kept under suspension 

on 14. 5.86 by the orders passed by the competent authority. 

The third respondent who is the disciplinary authority 

issued a charge memo dated 19.9.86 alleging that the 

applicant while manning 'D' coach of 20 Konark Express 

of 7.5.86 had contnited serious misconduct and failed to 

maintain absolute integrity and devotion to dut, 

in that he had collected amounts from several passengers in 

excess of the due sleeper charges besides not making out 

receipts towards the sleeper charges and that the skid 

coach while it was checked by the Vigilance Inspector 

revealed that 3 passengers bound for waltair and some 

passengers beyond wlatair paid amounts to the \appicant 

and a decoy used by the Vigilance team also paid Rs.20/- 

to the applicant and that the applicant did not give the 

sleeper ticketand that the applicant did not co-cperate 

in the check till the train reached waltair.- The, 

applicant submitted his explanation on 5.10.86 denying 

the charges levelled against him. 	liter the applicak,t 

submitted his explanation on 5.10.86, mm 	the 2nd 

respondent herein vide his memo dated 3.3.87 cancelled 

the charge memo issued to the applicant x±Atkt withou 

assigning any reascns but with out prejudice to further 

disciplinary action being initiated afresh by the competenv 

authority. 

5. 	After the said charge memo was cancelled by the 

2nd respondent, the third respondent vide his memo dated 

143't} revoked the order of suspension as against the 

applicant. 
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6,. 	After a -lap's of four months, the third respondent 

issued a chüge memo dated 10.7.87 to the applicant alleging 

that the applicant while functicning as Head TTE 

in Train No.20 (Konark Express) on 7.5.86 committed 

serious mis-conduct and it was found by the Vigilance 

Inspector that 'D' coach was carrying 79 adults and 4 children 

as against the äaacity of 75 berthsand that the applicant 

did not issue sleeper tickets to some persons and that the 

applicant did notoffer necessary co-operation to the 

Vigilance Inspector. The applicant submitted his 

representation on 10.8.87 to the aforesaid charge memo 

denying the charges levelled ag inst him, as false and 

baseless. The explanation of the applicant was not - 
accepted by the third respondent who is disciplinary authorityl. 

I' 

So an Enquiry Officer was appointed by the 3rd -respondent 

as per his orders dated 20.1.1988. The enquiry officer 

completed his enquiry on 27.2.1989. Out of the six 

X±Bk witnesses, two witnesses namelySri XV Raghava Reddy 

of Visakhapatnam and V. Banerjee of Tadepalligudem could 

not be examined 	as .they did not attend any of the 
- 	 - 
pacai.ag.s although notices were served on them to attends—k 

QCO - 	_.  
During the enquiry the Enquiry officer examined the 

A 	 / 
Vigilance Inspector Sri KRXV Prasad, RPF Constable Sri Raja- 

gopal, Lr.TTE Sri B.S. Samson, RPF Contable Sri N.Sivaiah. 
A- 	- 

The following documents were marked as Exhibits during the 

course of enquiry. 

Joint statement of Sri 1W Raghava Reddy and Sri V.Banerjee 
dt.8.5.86 

2. Statement of Sri N.Sivaiah. Constable, RPF dt.8.5.86 

Statement of Sri M.RajagOpal. Constable, RPF,SeC'bad 
dt. 8.5.86 	 - 

Xerox copy of Efl No.435365 issued by Sri B.S.SamsorI 
TTE, Visakhapatnain dt.8.5.86 

Money receipt No.758472 dt.8.5.86 

Xerox copy of EFT N0.689735 dt.7.5.86 

T 



On behalf of the applicant, the applicant examined 

one Sri P. Balakrishna, TTh, SER1y, Viskkhapatnam c 
'\ 

The enquiry officer submitted his report giving the findings 

as against the applicant. The Disciplinary authority 

who is the third respondent after going through the entire 

enquiry proceedings agreed with the findings of the 

enquiry officer. Taking into account the entire material 

and nature of mis-conduct the third respondent inflicted the 
7 

penalty of reducting the applicant to the next lower grade 

of TPE in the scale of Rs.1200-2040 fixing his pay at 

Rs.1530 for a period of two years (recurring) with loss of 

seniority. The 2nd respondent who is the appellate authority 

confirmed the orders of the disciplinary authority, as 

per his orders dated 20.12.89. The present OA is filed 

questioning the order of penalty imposed by the third 
a'J j4 - 

respondent as confirmed by the 2nd respondent as in8icated 

earlier. 

Counter is filed by the respondents opposing 

the OA. 

In the counter filed by the respondents it is 

maintained that the applicant had a fair trial before the 

Enquiry officer and in view of the serious misconduct 

of the applicant that the applicant had been suitably 

punished and that there are no grounds to interfere 

with the penalty that had been imposed on the applicant 

by the disciplinary authority as confiSed by the appellate 

authority. 

We have heard Mr G. Rawachandra Rao, counsel for 

the applicant and Mr tR Devraj, Standing Counsel for the 

respondents. 

The entire enquiry file as per our orders dated 

12.8.93 had been placed before us and we have gone through 

the 	enquiry file. 
-c 
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Even though a ground has been raised in the CA that 

the third respondent is not the disciplinary authority 

and third respondent is not the competent authority 

either to initiate disciplinary proceedings as against 

the applicant and impose penalty on the applicant, during 

the course of hearing this CA it was not disputed, 

that third respondent was the competent authority to 

initiate disciplinary proceeding as against the applicant 

and also the competent authority to impose punishment 

on the applicant. 

Another ground raised in the CA is that the 

principles of natural justice had been violated in not 

furnishing enquiry report to the applicant before the 

imposition of penalty on the applicant by third respondent 

who is the disciplinary authority. In view of the decision 

of the Supreme Court reported in S.P. VISWANATHAN case 

reported in 1992 S C C (Ia&cS) 155, this ground was not 

pressed before us, as the punishment on  the applicant 

had been inflicted prior to the rendering of judgement 

in Mohd. Rarnzan Khan case. 

Another ground urged in this CA is imposing the 

penalty of reducing the applicant from the post of Head 

WE to that of TTE and also reducing his pay is a double 
t_t - 
t) 

punishment which not permissible under law. In  view of 

the Supreme Court decision in AIR 1992 SC 3898 Union of 

India Vs K. Krishnan 	wherein it was held that a 

Government servant suffering f penalty .in a diciplinary 

proceeding can2not fl.,-th€--a'ante"t±The be promoted to a 
wuidno 

higher cadre and- tbis[amOunt to double jeopard, the 

ground gin twas not pressed before us. Ast'as matter of... feat 
it .cannot be disputed that, as a measure of punishment a 

JPér;on working in a higher post can be reduced to a lower 
post in which he has formerly worked.So, when a Govt.setvant 
is reduced from higher post to lower post as mentione4> above 
naturally in view of the reduction of rank the pay also gets 
reduced as competent authority has got every power to fix the 
pay of the Govt.servant at the appropriate stage in the lower 
scale.This does not amount to double punishment as reduction 
in salary is a consequence of the reduction of the grade of 
the applicant as a measure of punishment. 



As already pointed out, during the course of the 

enquiry, the enquiry officer has examihed the Vigilence 

Inspector Mr.ERKV.Prasad who is the main witness in this 

case•  Ve have already mentioned that two ftP? Constables, 

one decoy witness Sri N.Sivaiah who is also RPF constable 

at Guntakal had been examined by the enquiry officer. The 

enquiry officer has also considered the joint statement of 

one Sri Raghava Reddy and Sri V.Benerjee who were passengers 

in the said train. Inspite of taking necessary steps by 

the enquiry officer, the enquiry officer could not secure 

the presence of the two witnesses namely Raghava Reddy and 

Benerjee. So, their evidence has not been recorded during 

the course of enquiry.sttedly,thsaid two witnesses 

had not been examined by the Vigilence Inspector in the 
/ 

presence of the applicant. According to the respondents in 

view of the adamant attitude of the applicant towards the 

said Vigilence Inspector Sri IGUV.Prasad and in view of the 

scene created by the applicant with the help of other TTE5 at 

Waltair station that it was not possible for the said 

Vigilence Inspector to examine them at Waltair soon after 

those two passengers got down from }nark Express and so 

the Vigilence Inspector could examine them only outside 

Waltair station and record their joint statement. 

It is contended by the learned counsel for the 

applicant that what the said witnesses Raghava Reddy 
I 

and Benerjee have stated to the Vigilence Inspector on 

8.5.86 as per Exhibits P1 joint statement is only hear 

say and that the said joint statement should not have 

been taken into consideration by the Enquiry officer and 

. .7 



and by taking thee- statements into consideration, the 
1' 

entire inquiry is vitiatec3 and so, the penalty imposed 

on the applicant is liable to bet set aside. 

16. 	This Tribunal is fully aware of the fact that 

the principle thC4 facti sought to be proved must be 

supported by statements made in the presence of person 

against whom the inquiry is held, and the statement made 

behind the peksont charged ae not to be treated as 

substantive evidence. This is one of the basic principles 

which cannot be ignored on the mere ground that. domestic 

Tribunals are not bound by the technical rules and 

procedures contained in the Evidence Act. But, by the by, 

we cannot loose sight oc, what the Supreme Court has 

stated with regard to Rules of Evidence under Evidence 

Act in a domestic inquiry. 

17. 	In AIR 1977 SC 1512 State of Haryana and another 

Vs Rattan Singh, the facts are as under: 
Cf 

The Himachal Pradesh Roadways is a State Transport undertaking 

The respondent before the Supreme Court was a member of 

running staff, a conductor whose job is to collect fares 

from the passengers and issue tikcets to them. Probably 

because conductors were collecting fares but not issuing 

tickets a system of flying squads was in operation in 

the Haryana State for the purpose of checking the proper 

collection of fares by conductors. The respondent before 

the Supreme Court while on duty on bus on its trip from 
V 

Paiwal to Khodulpet was the conductor whose vehicle was 

overtaken by the flying squad. The squad stopped its bus 

and its inspector discovered that four passengers had 

alighted at Kamini Khade without tickets and that 11 

passengers travelling in the bus also s 	not base paid 

the fares. A report followed, a charge-sheet ensued,'c-_ 

1 
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a dnezzlia domestic inquiry was held guilt established 

and simple termination of services effected. The respondent 

hastened to the civil court for a declaration that the order 

of termination in the disciplinary inquiry we's a nullity 

and.he must therefore be given a declaration of continuatce 

- 	in service. The trial court on the evidence was taken in 

by this plea and the appellate court also affirmed it. 

The Highcourt dismissed the second appeal in limint. The 

State Avetr nxxkcxspn±atx*nzu approached the Supreme 

Court by way of Special Leave petition. " 

16. 	In the said case, the Supreme Court had held 

as under: 
N 	In a domestic enquiry the strict and sphoSicated 

rules of evidence under the evidence act may not 
apply. All materials which are logically probakig 
tive for a prudent mind are permissible. Thereis 
no allergy to hearsay evidence provided it has 
reasonable nexus and credibility. The departmental 
authorities and administrative tribunals must be 
careful in evaluating such material and should not 
glibly swalw what is strictly speaking not rlevant 
under the evidence act. 

The sufficiency of evidence in proof of the finding 
by a domestic tribunal is beyond scrutiny. Absence 
of any evidence insupport of a finding is certainly 
available for the court to look into because it amounts 
to an error of law apparent on the record. 

Where a bus conductor of a State Transport undertaking 
was charge sheeted for not collecting fares from 
certain passengers and on his guilt being established 
there was simple termination of his services because 
of his long services and young age.it  could not be said 
that merely because statements of passengers were 
not recorded by the Inspector of the flying squa_ 
tñe order that followed was invalid. The evidence of 
the Inspector was some evidence which had relevance 
to the charae aaainst the bus conductor. order of 

services was valid. ii 

(emphasis is ours) 
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The above decision is a complete answer to the contention1 

raised by the learned counsel f or the applicant. 

is. 	We have gone carefully thEOUQWthe evidence of 

Shri KRXVPrasad, Vigilance Inspector. He is a dis-interes-

ted witness. He does not have any motive to speak 

falsek4s against the applicant. He is a public servant. 

It is only in the discharge of his official duties 

that he could detect the mis-conduct of the applicant. 

The evidence of the Vigilance Inspector 4---------------- - 

rings with truth. Even the joint statement of the said. 

Raghava Reddy and Banerjee 	is 	In excluded from 

consideration, and 	the evidence of other witnesses 

i.e S/Sri N.Sivaiah an& Rajagopal t*8' Mcen into 
consideration, there cannot be any legal Impediment in 

accepting the testimony of the said Vigilance Inspector 

Sri KRKV Prasad. No particular number of witnessess 

_shallin any case be required for proof of any fact. 

. Tribunal attaches more importance to the quality 

than the quantity of evidence. Proof of fact would depend 

upon the character of a witness and is his competency to 

speak to the fact. It is not enough to pxzs mxm prove 
- 

a fact that a number of witness should assert it. 'Se 

o accept the mis-conduct of the 

applicant one cannot find a better piece_of evidence than 

that of the Vigilance Inspector who is the responsible 

officer, and who detected the mis-conduct of the applicant 

in this case. The enquiry officer had not only taken 

into consideration, the evidence of the said Yfliinee 

Vigilance Inspector, but also taken into consideration other 

material and had given a finding as against the applicant 

which finding has been accepted by the Disciplinary authority 

and also confirmed by the appellate authority. •Nodoubt, 

£øxxngumntxnke an arugment is sought to be advanced 

.10 
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that the R.P.F. witnesses are planted for the 

purpose of inquiry and that no weight can be given 

to their evidence, and as the said witnesses are planted 

as against the applicant that the inquiry is vitiated. 

We have already said even ignoring the evidence of 

other witnesses in this case before the inquiry officer, 

thet the sole testimony of the Vigilence Inspector 

Sri I1W.Prasad -wWould al'one be sufficient to uphold 

the misconduct of the applicant and furnishes ample 

material as against the applicant. 

19. 	As already pointed out while narrating the 

facts of the case, the applicant was initially charge-

sheeted on 19.9.86 and the same was cancelled as per the 

memo dated 3.3.1987 by the second respondent. After 

cancelling the said charge memo, the third respondent 

again issued the present charge memo dated 10.7.87. It 

is the contention of the learned counsel for the applicant 

that in view of the cancellation of the charge memo 

dated 19.9.86 as per memo dated 3.3.87 without assigning 

any reason that it was not open for the third respondent 

to issue a fresh charge memo dated 10.7.87 as against the 

applicant and as the issue of memo dated 10.7.1987 is 

not valid in law, that the entire proceedings as against 

the applicant are vitiated and hence, the applicant is 

liable to be exonerated of the charges framed against 

him. 

.11 



20. 	In support of his contention, the learned counsel 

relied on a decision reported in 1987(2) SLJ (CAT)46 

RP Parmar Vs Union of India and others wherein it is held 

that cancellation of the first charge sheet without 

giving any reasons or without prejudice to issue a fresh 

one and0iew charge sheet issued on the same grounds cannot be 

sustained. There is a reference to the said decision 

in 1990(7) StIR 198 also. In view of the contentions rasied 

by the learned counsel for the applicant, it will be 

appropriate to extract a the memo dated 3.3.87 issued 

by the 2nd respondent. 
1, 

- South Central Railway 	 DRM's office 
Commercial Br. 
Vii ayawada 

No. B/DCS/Con/74/86/vo]. .1 

MEMCRANDUM 

The DAR Proceedings initiated vide memorandwn 

of Standard form No.5 issued with docket of even no. 

dated 19.9.86 by DCS/BzA against Sri M.Prakasa Rao 

(TTE/BzA) are hereby cancelled without prejudice to 

Eurther disciplinary action being initiated afresh 

by the competent authority. 

(emphasis supplied) 	 Sd,"- - 
(C.Seshagiri Rao) 
Sr .Dv-1 .Commercia]. Superintendent 
SC Rly,.Vijayawada 

As could be seen while cancelling the said charge sheet 

dated 19.9.86, the respondent1hpk reserved their 

right for further disciplinary action against the applicant 

after issuing a fresh charge sheet. In the decision 

cited in 1987(2) StIR CAT 46 the disciolinan authorltyMad 
to issue a fresh. charge sheet and 	 - 

not reserved its rightso the decision reported In 1987(2) (CAT) 
in which deciSioñ4987i2)CAT is reterred 	- 

SLJ 46 and $990(7) SLR 196&have no àppi1dáScsn to théf5€s, 

of this case. - 

.12 
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21. 	This is not a case where the applicant had 

been tried on the first charge memo dated 19.9.86 and 

had been exonerated of the said charges or a penalty is 

imposed after holding the said charges were proved. 

Eveqivbefore the Enquiry officer was appointed the charge 

memo dated 19.9.86,had been candelled as per memorandum 

dated 3.3.87, and again a fresh charge memo had been 

issued. So, as the reular inquiry has not at all been 

conducted as against the applicant and as this is also 

not a case where the disciplinary proceedings were jaropped 

as against tne applicant after the competent authority 

had applied its mind, in our opinion the issue of second 

charge memo dated 10.7.87Th perfectly legal and valid. 

As the applicant was not tried as per the charge memo 

dated 19.9.86 issued against him in the first instance 

the respondents certainly had a right to withdraw the 

charge memo for what ever reason it might be after 

reserving their right to issue a fresh charge memo and 

so accordingly had issued a second charge memo in this 

case. So, in view of this positipn the respondents 

action in cancelling the first charge metro and issuing 

a second charge memo has got to be upheld. 

22. 	The learned counsel for the applicant took us 

through the charge memo dated 19.9.86 issued as against 

the applicant and which was cancelled subsequently by 

a memo dated 3.3.87, and also throu9h the 2nd iEhrge 

memo dated 10.7.87 issued as against the applicant. 

13 
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23. 	In the first charge M€ct following persons are 

cited as witnesses. 
Ce 

Sri WV Raghava Reddy, Narripalem, Visakhapatnam 

Sri V.Benerjj., Kommugudam,S/o Sri Vattikuti Venkata 

Rama Rao, Kcaumugudem, TP Gudem Taluk, WG District 

Sri Samson, TCAJAT 
Ii 

4, Sri KRKV Prasad, Vigilance Inspector, Secunderabad 

4iat of documents  
:c-- 	 -. 	 •• 	. 

(C 

(1) Joint statemeift dated 8.5.86 of S/Shri XCV Raghava Reddy 

Marripalem, Visakhapatnam and V.Benerjee, Komrnugudern 

Post,Tcdepalligudam, WG Distt. fl 

In the second charge sheet following persons are cited 

as witnesses. 

' 1. Sri XCV Ragava teddy,38-22-4070  ECI Colony,Narsipatham 
Visakhapatnma 530018 

Sri V. Benerje, Kommugudem Post,Tadapalligudem WG Distt. 

Sri B.S. Samson, TCMaltair 

Sri N. Sivaiah, Constable, RPP/HQrs/SC 

Sri M. Rajagopal, Constable RPP HOrs SC 

- 	 6. Sri KRKV Prasad, Vigilance Inspector, SC 
At 

List of documents cited: 

Joint statement of Sri 1CV Raghava Reddy and Sri V.Benerjee 
dated 8.5.86 

Statement of Sri N.Sivaiab, Constable, RPF/i-iQrs/SC 
dt.8. 5.86 

Statement of Sri M.Rajagopal, Constable,RPF/Hqrs/SC 
dt 8.5.86 

It is the contention of the learned counsel for the applicant 

that certain documents to which there was no reference in 

the first charge cih-oct, had been referred to in the list of 
JV¼Q r*t 

documents in the second charge ácct and that the contents 

of the first and second charge memos were different and-se-

Mrview of this n po3ition that the entire material 

tWflS as against the applicant had been fabricated and that 

the witnesses belonging to Rfl as having tcori planted 
T - 	 ..14 
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has not to be accepted. Sor'for the sum and substance 
LI 

of the charges, in first and second charge memos is one 

and the same. No doubt certain witnesses cited in the 

first charge meno are not cited as witnesses in the second 

charge memo. But even though the same witnesses are not 

cited in both the charge memos that does not vitiate the 

inquiry as the name of the main witness namely Sri.IGtXV. 

Prasad, Vigilence Inspector is found in both the charge 

memos Certain incident as having taken place on 7.5.86 

in the 'D' coaah between Vijayawada and Waltair is not at 

all in dispute in this OA. We have already held that even 

excluding the evidence of other witnesses, that the evidence 

of Sri ikKV Prasad, Vigilence Inspector is sufficient to 

uphol& the guilt of the applicant herein. So, even 

we find that certain names of witnesses in the second charge 

memo find place, which names were not mentioned in the first 

charge memo that does not in any way impair the credibility 

of the case of the respondents. Nothing turns out from 

the said discrepancy pointed out by the learned counsel 

for the applicant as long as there is some acceptable 

evidence on record to bring home the guilt of the 

applicant. 

24. 	It is contended that the order of the disciplinary 

authority is not a speaking order. It is also contended that 

the order of the appellate authority is not a speaking 

order and in view of this position, that the penalty 

imposed on the applicant is liable to be set aside. We have 

gone through the order of the disciplinary authority and 

also the order of the appellate authority. Bdth the disci- 

. .15 
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25. 	

The learned Counsel for the applicant relied 

on a decision reported in -Indian Factories Journal and 

Factories Journal report, 1993 82 F.J.fi Page 55 State 

Bank of India and others Vs DC Aggri and others 

We have gone through the said decision. From the said 

decision it is evident that the Chief VigilanceOommissj01 

examining the Enquiry report recorded its findings on each 

the. charges and sent its recommendations to the Bank. 

The Chief Vigilance Commjssi disagreed with the Enquiry 

Officr and found charges i, ix, uI, IV, VIII, XI to XIII 
to have been proved against the deliquents therein and it 

advised imposition of a fl major Penalty not less than 
removal from service. Non-supply of the report of Chief 

Vigilance Commission recommendations to the deliqnents ther 

was considered by the Supreme Court. and Ultimately it was 

held by the Supreme Court that the orders passed by the 

Disciplinary authority was invalid and void. The said 

decision awe not applicable to the facts of this case as 

the material on which the disciplinary authority had acted 

had been furnished to the applicant with regard to the case 

on hand. 

26. 	
We see no merits in this OA and hence, this OA is 

liable to be dismissed and is accordingly dismissed leaving 

the parties to beer their own costs. 
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Copy to:- 

General Pianager, South Central Railway, Rail Nilayam, 
Union of India, Secunderabad. 

Senior Divisional Commercial Superintendent, South Central 
Railway, \Jijayawada. 

Divisional Commercial Superintendent, South Central Railway, 
\Jijayauada. 	 - 

One copc'  to Sri. G.Ramacharidra Ran, advocate, CAT, Hyd. 

S. Oñe'copy'to Sri. N.R.Cevaraj, Sr. CGSC, CAT, Hyd. 

One copy to Library, CAT, Hyd. 

One spare copy. 
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plinary authority and the appellate authority have applied 

their mind and have gone through the entire material. It 

is only after going through the entire material that 

the DiSciplinary authority has imposed the penalty in 

question/Which is confirmed by the appellate authotity. 

As the Enquiry Officer had given a detailed report, with 

his findings as against the applicant and as the disciplinary 

autnority had also given a detailed order there was no need 

for the appellate authority to repeat what the enquiry 

officer had stated in its report and disciplinary authority 

in its orders. From the material on record, it is quite 

evident that the applicant herein had collected money 

from passengers on 7.5.86 travelling In 20 Konark Express 

while he was on duty as Head flE and the persons fmm 

whom he collected money were N.Sivaiah, Sri Raghava Reddy 

Sri Banèrjee is quite evident that the said Raghava Reddy 

and Banerjee were given back their money by the applicant 

at Waltáir station after he was held up by the Vigilence 

Inspector and the said persons have paid reservation charges 

to the Vigilence Inspector who had remitted the arrount at 

Rajahmundry station. We do not find any flaw or eror 

having been comitted in the matter of disciplinary 

enquiry of the applicant. As already pointed out, •the 

applicant had a fair enquiry and had a reasonable oppor- 

tuniry. The disciplinary authority had passed appropriate 

orders with regard to the penalty on the applicant. The 

appellate authority had rightly confirmed the orders of 

the discQpliflarY authority. We see no grounds to 

interfere. 

. .16 




