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In this application the applicant

has challenged the penalty imposed by the
Rallway authorities reducing his pay to
the lowel. stage..Facts are

A Disciplinary proceedings was

$daddy instituted by the authority
‘land on the completion of the disciplinary
'proceedings gggfggging the findings of
‘the enquiry/the applicant was found

- gﬁilty and he was removed from service.
1*on appeal against the order of removal

from service, the appellate authority
modified the penalty by . regucing the

Y
applicant to a lower .st.age{,ln place of
removal. According to the applicant the

disciplinary proceeding itself was
gonducted 'contrary to theeé!ul exs‘s;".'lihere
are various lapses. in the/proceedings.
Besides the Railway authority did not
take into consideration of the fact
that the pay scale had been revised
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" | consideration,

|order as to costs.

w.e.f.‘1~1-96 and the appliég?t s pay
scale was revised from m.éSﬁO/;GOO/-
1f thelénhanced pay scale is taken into

- | consideration of penalty of reduction

to a lower scale the financial loss will

‘be much less. The applicant however,

feels that in the facts and circumstances-
of the case no penalty is imposable.
Hence the present abplicatioh. iy
We have heard Mr. .k.ﬁhattachanﬁﬁv
learned counsel appear;ng on behalf of
the applicant and Mr.S.Sengupta learned
Railway counsel for the respondents.
Mr.EBhattacharyya submits that the |
enhancement ‘of the pay'after the 5th
' was not taken intfeg 4
If this was taken into

Pay Commission
consideration.
‘ the financial' loss of

of the applicant would much less.

We have heard Mr.S.Sengupta learned
counsel for the resp@ndents.‘Mr.Sengupta
submits that he has no instructions as
on to=day. However, considering the
submission of Mr.'Bhattachary*.ya we feel
it expedient that the applicant may
apprcach the authority by fiLing a repre=

,‘sentation giving details of the cases
‘Ifrsuch representation is filed within

a neriod of 15 days from to—dd@’ The
Raylway authority shall consider the
saﬁe and dispose of the representation
by | a reasoned order. This must be done

as | early as possible at any rate within

a period of 2 months from the date of
submission.of the representation.

!
‘,:Acéordingly, this Original Application
‘-.is.disposed of.

Considering the entire Eacts and

tcircumstances of the case, weé make no
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