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Original Application No. 331 of 2000

Jabalpur, this the nth day of March, 2004

Hon'ble Shri M.P# Singh,; Vice Chairraan
Hon'ble Shri Maa^ Mohan,; Judicial Maaiber

Brij Raj Singh#; aged about 43 years,
^o, Shri Vishwanath Singh,; JB-I (TRD),i
resident of Railway Quarter No, RB lV/97,
Central Railway Colony, Harda (MP) , • • • Applicant

(By Advocate - Siri S, Paul)

Versus

Union of India, Through,;

1, The Gaierai Manager,
Central Railway, Murabai-csff,'
(Maharashtra) .

2. The Divisional Railway Manager,
Central Railway,; H^ibganj,
Bhopal (MP).

3. The Senior Divisional Electrical
Qagineer (TRD), Caitral Railway,
DRM's Office^ Habibganj,
Bhopal (M.P.), Respondents

(By Advocate « Shri S,P, SinhS)

ORDER (Oral)

By M»P# Singh^; Vice Chairman -

By filing this Original Application the applicant has

claimed the following main relief :

»(a) Quash the in^ugned punishment ord^ Annexure A-2
& A-3 & A-4 passed by the Disciplinary & Appellate
authorities & allow all consequaitial baiefits flowing
from the same.

2, The brief facts of the case are that the applicant was

worJd-ng as JE Grade-II in the Railways under the respondoit

No, 3, While he was working as such a charge sheet c^ted

07/15.03,1996 was issued against him and the following
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charge was levelled against him s

^  1,^ m ̂,iTqT #

^ "fW^ 17/02/1 996 # 10.30 ̂  ^ IT^ 7 qr

-fk q-frTTR^T- ^"3^1 ^ f^rR"

I sitt: I^) ̂ 357 mm tn I ^ ̂'I'.smr. m et^ etrgP[

mn^T ^ wYn eY ̂  gr3^^ otes"

qi ̂  ̂  |^sT3^ 3{^E f^qr ̂  1% %

I • 17 Wf. 3nT.% ̂  2-1 I % fleE

^^nrrr I i"

An enguiry was conducted against the applicant. The enquiry

officer has concluded the enquiry holding the charge proved. The

copy of the findings of the enquiry officer was ssit to the

applicant for submission of his rpresentation, by the disciplinaj^

authority cxi 16th February, 1998. The ̂ plicant made a rpresen

tation dated 5th March, 1998. The disciplinary authority after

talcing into account the finding of the aiquiry officer,; the

rpressitation of the applicant and other relevant facts of the

case irposedthe psialty of reduction in rank by reducj.ng his pay
in the scale of pay of Rs. 5500-9000/- at the stage of Rs. 7600/-
permansitly. He has filed the appeal against the order of the

disciplinary authority and the appellate authority vide its order

dated 17.07.1998 (Annexure A-3) had rejected the appeal of the
applicant. The applicant has preferred a revision on 5.9.1998
under Rule 25(1) of the Railway Servants (Discipline & ̂ ^peal)
Rules, 1968. The reviewing authority vide its order dated 26th

1999 ha... modified the p«alty .
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authority to reduction to lower post/grade as JE.I in the Grade of
te. 5500-9000 (RSRP) fixing the pay at Rs. 7600/- for the pariod oE
5 years with cumulative effect.

3. counsel for the parties and perused
the records. WeZalso given careful consideration to the ri,ei
contentions made on behalf of the parties.

4. We find that v/hile. the applicant was worlung as JE Grade
II was issued a charge sheet, has bee. held against the
applicant and the charges have bee. proved. The finding of the
«hj.iry officer was se.t to the applicant. The applicant has bee.
give. cpporhu.ity of hearing and principles of natural justice
has not been violated. It is a settled legal position by the
Hon.ble a.preee Court in the case of S.ia. of a
vs. B.C. Chaturvedi,. (1995) 6 SCC 749 that Court/Tribunal
cannot reappreciate the evidence and substitute its own findings

also cannot go into tt.e gue.t™ of punish.e.t unless it
Shocks the conscious of the Court/Tribunal.

5. the reasons recorded above we do not find any groun,
to interfere with the orders passed by «.e disciplinary author-
appellate authority and «.e re.^sional authority. The Original
implication is^ therefore bereft of any merit an^

^  ̂ merit and is accordingly,
dismissed. No costs.

^adan M^i^n) 1—-—
Judicial Member (M.p, Singh)

Vice Chairman
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