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CENTRAL ADMINISTRATE^ TRIBUNAL, JABAtPUR BENCH, JABALPUR

original Application No, 163/2003 

Jabalpur, this the ̂ A^<3ay of June, 2004

Hon*ble shri M.p. singh, vice Chairman 
Hon'ble Shri Madan Mohan, Member (J>

Radheshyam panthi s/o Sh* Nandlal 
Aged about 45 years, Cal?in Master, 
Station Chouka (Raurkheda^,
Central Railway, Bhopal,
(By Advocate: None)

- V -

-versus-

Union of India through 
The General Manager,
Central Railway, Bombay C,T. 
Mumbai•
Divisional Railway Manager, 
Central Railway*
Bhopal.
Divisional oper ating Manager, o/o D.R.M, Central Railway, 
Bhopal•

(By Advocate? Shri M.N. Banerjee)
►Respondents

O R  D E R

By filing this original application, the applicant 
has sought the following main reliefs:

i) Quash the orders dated 7,8,2002 (Annexure A-VII> 
passed by the disciplinary authority.

ii' to quash the order dated 3.10.2002 and 3.12.2002 
jJassed by the appellate authority Annexure A-VITI & 
A-X.

iii> to direct the respondents to pay the withheld 
increments of 2002 to the applicant,

2. The brief facts of the case are that the applicant
was appointed in a regular post of Pointsman on 22,1,1981
and was promoted as Cabin Man during the year 1990 and thereafter



in  the year 1992 he was promoted to  the post o f  Switchman 

and tran sferred  t o  Raukhedi (Ganjbasoda) Vidisha D is t r ic t . 

While performing h is duties honestly and s in ce re ly , the 

applicant in the year 1999 was fa l« e ly  im plicated and was 

punished. The applicant p referred  an appeal and h is  case 

was reconsidered and the punishment was revised  t o  'warning* 

on ly .

2 .1 The applicant was surprised t o  rece ive  a chargesheet 

issued on 30 .8 .2001. The applicant submitted h is rep ly  to  

the chargesheet denying a ll  the a llegation s against him. The 

enquiry was conducted in  the matter and the enquiry o f f i c e r  

gave his fin d in g  that the f i r s t  charge against the applicant 

i s  not proved but the second charge i s  p a rtly  proved. The 

applicant was given the enquiry report against which he 

submitted his represen tation , c la r ify in g  the 2nd charge 

alongwith documents in  support. The d is c ip lin a ry  authority 

without considering the c la r i f ic a t io n  given by the applicant 

imposed the penalty o f  withholding o f  increments with 

cumulative e f f e c t  fo r  s ix  months fo r  the year and a lso  made 

i t  e f fe c t iv e  for  further increments vide order dated 7.8.2002 

Aggrieved by the order passed by the d is c ip lin a ry  authority 

the applicant p referred  an appeal before the appellate autho­

r i t y  but the appellate authority fa i le d  to  appreciate the 

fa c ts  c o r re c t ly  and re je cted  the same on 3 .10 .2002. The 

applicant a lso  p referred  a rev is ion  appeal but the rev is ion a l 

authority  without proper consideration  o f the contents and 

documents upheld the punishment imposed bv the d is c ip lin a ry  

authority and re fu sa l o f in tereferen ce  in  the e a r l ie r  order 

passed by the appellate au th ority . Hence, the applicant has 

approached th is  Tribunal seeking the a foresa id  r e l i e f  by 

f i l i n g  the present o r ig in a l a p p lica tion .

3 . None is  present on behalf o f  the app lican t, since th is  

is  an o ld  matter pertain ing to  the year 2003, we proceed to  

dispose o f th is  o . * .  by invoking the provision s o f Rule 15 

o f  C .A.T. (Procedure) Rules, 1987. Heard the learned counsel



fo r  the respondents•

4# Learned counsel fo r  the respondents argued that th is 

is  not a case o f 'no e v id e n c e '• The applicant was given due 

opportunity o f  hearinrr as the applicant was supplied with the 

report o f  the enquiry o f f i c e r  and the applicant submitted his 

representation  against the said enquiry re p o rt . The d isc ip lin a ry  

authority a fte r  considerino a l l  aspects o f  the matter imposed 

the impugned penalty on the a p p lica n t• The applicant also 

preferred  an appeal which was a lso  considered by the appellate 

authority and re je cted  the same* I t  is  further argued that 

the applicant has a lso  p referred  a rev is ion  p e t it io n  and 

the rev is ion a l authority a fter  g iving due consideration  d is ­

missed the same upholding the orders passed by the d isc ip lin a ry  

as well as appellate authority* Hence, p r in c ip le s  o f  natural 

ju s t ic e  have been follow ed and no ir re g u la r ity  or i l l e g a l i t y  

has been committed by the respondents. I t  is  fu rth er argued 

that the impugned orders passed by the au th orities  concerned 

are ju s t , proper, speaking and reason ed 'orders . Hence, the

O.A. is  l ia b le  to  be dism issed.

5 . A fter hearing the learned counsel fo r  the respondents 

and carefu l perusal o f  the record , we find  that the applicant 

was given due opportunity o f  hearing as he was given the 

enquiry report to  f i l e  h is representation , i f  any. The 

applicant f i l e d  h is representation  which was considered by 

the d is c ip lin a ry  authority and a fte r  due consideration  the 

impugned penalty was imposed upon him. Aggrieved by the sa id  

order o f  the d is c ip lin a ry  authority , the applicant preferred  

an appeal before  the appellate au th ority . The appellate autho­

r i t y  fin d in g  no ground to  in te re fe re  with the order of the 

d is c ip lin a ry  authority re je cted  the appeal o f  the applicant.

The applicait also p referred  a rev is ion  p e t it io n  the same 

was considered and re jected  by the rev is ion a l au th ority .

This i s  not a case of 'no evidence* but r is  based on evidence 

on record and the orders passed by the d is c ip lin a ry  authority, 

appellate  authority and rev is ion a l authority are ju st  and



proper* Mo^aver, i t  is  S ettled  le g a l p o s it io n  that the T r ib u n a l/ 

Courts cannot re-appraise the evidence cannot go in to  the 

quantum o f  punishment.

6 . Tn the fa c ts  and circumstances o f  the case and in  view 

o f  the observations made above, we fin d  ao m erit in  th® present 

o r ig in a l ap p lica tion  and the same is  accordingly  dismissed 

without any as to  c o s ts .
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V
(Madan Mohan) *M.p.Singh)
Member ( ju d ic ia l )  Vine Chairman
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