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Hon'ble Shri T.N.Bhat.

The applicant who was at the relevant time w
work1ng

as Statistical

^  K I p :
O \ IN • U • I

^ x:
vj \

Officer in the Transport Depai jmonj

Delhi and had been given the charge of Motor
(MLC, for short) was served with a

Licerioina "J' '

c  . 1934 A brief resume of the charges is
chargesheet on

as follows:

^ T t v-,r, 11 6.1991 wh i 1 e
D  iJ-anJ on i i .u.(I) That the api ioa.

- -1 n m •; t

Tnnharoe of Licensing Branch and Polaroia unu ajworking as Incnarge oi u.
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■C",.--' auilty of gross negligenceansport Department was fetnu su, , ^
cards Were luuntj

lack of supervision when sorr.. m---ai itj iaur\ ^

.  mis also snowed douttfPi mtegrm, ..to be forycju. I 'MO
,  .-.f a qoverniTient sei vanip*applicant which is unueoumniy W, ay

T
{  t

Artie I g (III That that the applicant on
11 .6.1391

u- 1 r,,^^-ioning as aforesaid issued 5 dwhile 1 u 1 1 o t. I un 1 1 1 a
r i V1 ng 11 oei ic

under his signatures
"

which were 1 atei ■Pound 1 n hi o

 r -l-U-.* t I iP4- -:^.. of which it was lOUi iu ui iau
and on scruuuijf tJi wnito >possession ai iu on o ^

did not tally with the particulars given inreCoioo OIU nou . . cuo I — ' — 4. L, c

4.^„ -u-..p it was clear that uhe o4^ -ards from the aoovc .u wa^pO laioiooaiuO. ^

,  ■> -i rpnce Were "issued by n midriviiiy I locnoa
with ulterior motive anu

--ff

I  I 1
,,,„,ranoe with some unscrupolous elements and the sta

of Polaroid bn1u

A r 11 o I g
fill) That the applicant on l i .t^. iaSI

d  253 commercialesaiaas a I oI.,,u 1 U Pi O u I s-/1 1 1 1 1 yrn I I I cj

licenses, but on checking all the application forms ,o
1  • ^ ̂  ̂  ̂

_,c 1 - stp dri V1 ng 1 1 cenoco. "rtjrenewal and for issuance of uuc-'-aue
application forms were found short. The applicant did not
„ake available those 46 application forms including
relating to the aforesaid Polaroid cards and from this it
was clear that the

T  • ^4. U.-./-I i psued these urivingapplicant nau looacu

f  ' ^ ̂  ̂  ̂  w- ♦ • I -f- f-- o 1} 1" n V 3, D Q 1 1 C ci Lr I w I1 ICSt f'^'^^ ^ ' Ul iuub cif ljf KK
~i form,

*rt.icl5: (IVl That on the aforesaid date 5 bogus
iion of the applicant

while he was workingworking as Incharge of the tioensing Branch and
:he Polaroid Unit. As per practice the di ivmg

u=n.,,»rBrl to the concerned licence holderswere to be delivered to ^le

1mmediateiy aiuci
„ _ „ 4 - 4- u £1 ri r "i V i n Q licences w hi 11.. 1 1 onepreparii iy ono <-ii i \ my I
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applicant had failed to do and this showed that
-  the staff of Polaroid Unit had preparedconmvance wi t-., t-nc

these bogus driving licences.

T  • 3.DDOin1jSCi ohTt2. The disciplinary au^ho. i^y ^ fo,

VinodKhanna, Commissioner for Departmental Enqui ries_^ j^o
oonduoted the enquiry and submitted his report, as at

w  ̂,1-- with the report of the EnquiryAnnexure A-XX. Agrtr-^my un uno y
_i • i-'-a-v' authority passed the irnpuynwuOfficer the discip.Mia. y autn^r > y
^  7 1 1998 imposing the'punishment ofpunishment order daueu ,. ,. ioyb .my

.  „ the applicant with iimmediate
removal from service uyc, o..e app. i
_ ̂  it ,-N 4-
et1 CO u

3. Aggrieved Py the aforesaid punishment order

the applicant has filed this O.A. seeking the following
^ ̂ 1 ̂  ̂  ̂ ̂ -
Tc? I I c I o .

^i) Setting aside the i.mpugned order
dated 7.1 .1998;

y(ii) Declaring that the applicant
' the service of oh.^ccnuiriUoo 1''

4 4- U.

I COpendents, wiun
^11
a t i

consequential benefits;

Awarding cos

- prproceedings, a

Kj

.id

lyM
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passing any other order or
di recoioi

deeiTiS '

on which this Tribuna,

and prope. m,

facts and ci rcumsoat,uo=
of the

et

C?

<c

w  -^-^-ated in the OA is that the
The main ground ay.-auoa

j  4.u-~ order passed by the
- -- the Enquiry Officsr and u.,e o, ue,findiiiyo o- i on 'no

"■ •t-ority are perverse ar.u aredisciplinary -^—tended
...q.^ant It is further ownuenu^u,  thr^ aPP' i <^ai iui "evidence' agau.==o .,,= auu

-1—tpd in the chargesnooL, uc/crthat the original document= . -o-u . ..
^  -he course of the enq^.. /

saw the light of the day du. .... -e
shown either to the enquiry officer -these were on.uv^. ^

,;es of the same got proveu t...wuythe applicant nor we. o ..uM. -at
. .q.^-^sses It is also Gor.ue..ued o..au

any of the prosecutio..
Sm.t. Achala Singh, the then u.^uwone w-.tr.ess,r.a...o.>- , 0...0. ^

,  „.d.qoally listed as a witness ar.u even =uDirector, was not o. iy- . -a . • r ■ 1
har as anand exam. I I.cu ...-1

the enquiry officer su......u...u
_,d this was done with the sole purpuo«additional wit..c=.o ar.u

in the proceedings, thus causing
of filling up the yao= .. . u
prejudice to the applicant.

5. Another important point raised by the
—n the oolaroid caruo wcrcapplicant is that the 3igr,acu,== ur, P

ed with the admitted signatures ofnever got cu.i.pa. eu w.u.. u-
. . • rw--~r-- dtr. that it COU . u uc

through a Hand Writir.y EAyoru ouapp 1 1 ."Ci. . " ui ..uuy.. ^

established beyond doubt that the signatures on the polaroiu
cards were those pf the applicant. In this regard it
contended that on the very first occasion when the forge, y

T  • Dointed out that oi.c
cam.e to light the app. ioa.,t ..«

„  h-ic; signatures had nut
Polaroid cards have been forgeu a„u „■=

,  ̂ 1 -i
^ ̂  ̂  t'P. A SDwi

been obtained on them. But. acoo, u ,.,e -
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Shri Vishwanath, Head Clerk had played mischief and had
manipulated the whole case in order to save himself as alsu
the persons belonging to the Polaroid Unit from punishment.
The applicant, it is contended, had no control Ovo
staff posted in the Polaroid Unit and. therefore, i.hc uuai gc
Of lack of supervision could not be levelled against the
app11 can

6. The respondents have resisted the O.A. on the

ground that there was sufficient evidence produced before
the enquiry officer on the basis of which all the four
charges could be said to have been established. It is
contended that on 11 .5.1331 while taking over the records of
Polaroid cards Shri Vishwanath , Head Clerk found that 19
cards were short and it was later found that 5 cards were

kept in the register maintained by the applicant himsei i
which were not properly cancelled. As regards Smt.. Achala

Singh, it is contended that her examination as an additional
prosecution witness was necessary as she had conducted the
preliminary investigation of the case. It is also SuSi^cu

that the signatures' of the applicant were got verified from

other witnesses who had been working under the applicant at

the relevant time and that, therefore, there was no

ecessity to get the signatures verified from a Hand Writing! I

CAJ-ZOI U .

/  * The applicant has filed rejoinder tv bnc

counter filed by the respondents in which it is i e-lucra^cpu

that the applicant has been falsely implicated in une

ma u UwI As regards preliminary objection of the respondenos

that the applicant had not exhausted the departmental

remedies the applicant hao auaowu oi iau- vm Was
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entertained by the Tribunal m ay^ul a wi lai y

circumstances of the case and had also later been admitted.
I

As such the preliminary objection could not be suouamcu.

3, We have heard the learned counsel for the

parties at length and have perused the material on record.

3. During the course of arguments unc icinau

counsel for the applicant also produced before us the copy

of the applicant's letter dated 24.6.1391 addressed to the

then Deputy Director, namely, Smt. Achala Singh in whi.-n

his version of the incident has been given. This letter was

^ Pi'f oCt 30n dS d I dl Pi L* •

10. The learned counsel for the api-il I '-'-ai io aiso

extensively read the enquiry officer's report in his bid to

demonstrate that the enquiry officer had contradicted

himself at several places and had given perverse findings.

We have also carefully gone through the report of

Enquiry Officer which consists of as many as 35 pages.

clearly appears that the enquiry officer has contradicted

himself on material particulars and the entire report is a

bundle of contradiction. The disciplinary authority also,

in his turn, has done no better.

< 4

I  I The first point that falls for determination

is as to whether the applicant did at all have any control

over the staff of the Polaroid Dnit. Under une neaumg

ANALYSIS OF EVIDENCE the Enquiry Officer at page 6 of his

report states that the applicant who was a Statistical

Officer, while functioning as Incharge of Licensing oian^h

and 'Polaroid unit'- at Transport Department had been

V._
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assigned the duty for issuing of duplicate and renevied

licerices qiow! [«7iOj-*ci ai iu vci i i looui^n oi

all the relevant docurrients. It is further stated that on

11.5.1331 one Shri Prahalad Kumar, L.D.C. in the Polaroid

Unit submitted 423 Polaroid caruo ow one i- iodtoi i iy Braiiun

for safe custody j as iS uiio Uouoi jj.i uci Wi i iwjny

the day's work. Howe'ver, it was found that in the entries

in the issue register of the Polaroid Unit a mention had

been made of 4-42 Polaroid caruo hc^v iny ucot i tooUod. neiiuc?}

13 Polaroid cards .were found omu? u. xu wcis lui uhci luUiiu

that 5 of these 13 Polaroid cards had been kept separately

in the above said register whiui i hau muu uecn ou<xMifxou ao

caricelled. It is also stated that Shri Prcxhatcxd KUin*^! ^ i-uu-

later stamped those Polaroid cards in the presence of the

app11 cant.

t jii rjar\ r i iy a mnirLr ivn vi ono pi '^L.ouuic? Dc

.Cy-4ll.-s...y^y^' ^ ̂  ^ ̂  ̂ 4.U^ y4..,.-4T-; y^^4.y.^ 4-U<^ ^ ^ ^ ̂  .
1 w I I wrvou loouliiy \j \ one uupj iuai-»c J iuoiiuco ui ic? cmmuji/

/"S -4 yM^ iyH y*^ y*. y^ -4 .y. y-. yy tyi y«\ ^ y-4 L-S .H y. iy4 y.. y-.. ^ ty^ A ̂  [yx y.y y^ ^ y^ y^ ̂  ̂ - ̂ yy
uTf \ K^a\ oLrauoo in u v-zi mio r^pui u unao uuc afjpil Cau 1 OH 3

presented for issuance of such licences are got verified by

the concerned clerk as also the rieadclerk and finally by the

M.L.O. The Polaroid Branch issues the Polaroid card after

verifying the contents of the application from the old

records, writing on the left side of the Polaroid card, in

manuscript the particulars of the old card as verified by

the Licencing Branch. On the right hand side the Polaroid

Branch writes in imanuscript the number of the old license

and put their initials. After doing that the Polaroid

Branch hands over the application to the persons applying

for the same directing him to go to the MLO or Inspector for
lyv -t y~. y-, ̂  y"*iy^y^^j , iy.«y.fc —
1 1 I o C3 I y I la ou I CO .
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13. In para 7 of the enquiry report the enquiry

n so many words that the Polaroid Branch is

under the control of Polaroid Officer who, in turn, is unuci

the administrative control of Director, D.E.D.A, and not

under the Transport Department. It is also further conceded

that the Polaroid Branch is not even subject to any

inspection by any officer of the Transport Department, no a

matter of fact the Polaroid Officer Incharge of the Polaroid

Branch was at the relevant tim.e of the same grade and scale

as that of the MLO. The enquiry officer, thereby demolishes

the main contention of the prosecution that the applicant

was Incharge of not only the Licensing Branch but also the

Polaroid Branch. This takes awar the wind from uhe

sail of the prosecution Caoc.

ma 1 ri

14. Proceeding further,.the enquiry Oi i i i-v^i , in

para 3 of the report, admits that when the applicant herein

entered the Licensing Branch he found six Polaroid cards

be-jpig stamped as cancelled by Shri Prahalad Kumar and on

seeing those Polaroid cards the applicant found that ohe

H-• H Kisar h "i Q q "i ari;Rt.ti rf=:3 aHu that the SIQ^'^tUPBS OHSafTiS u 1 u nu u uea i 1 1 j w o i y i ia uu t eo

id dSSn "TorySd. Xt is also tUi unei auiTi iuueu

that the appllCaPit aSked the HeadclSPk tO keep ui ie i-»wjaiOiu

Cards in Sate CUStody SO that the app t 1 oai i u ova i a ovJl/mi i a

rSpOrt in the matter to the Dejj'uL/y u ! i eoovi uiiS MwAO uav ■

The SnQairy OitlCSr aiev yiveo one aeoai i ■— vi

OI le mai n le i Ml wi I I on oni I
V / J ^ L«. I , ^ l»>> 1 I ^ ^ I.A I r ^
Y  loi ivYai iauii , noau vici r\ i iciu

T X-
OWI IUUUOCU II I IMOC I I

-  . - ^ .4* ^ ̂
aiiu ooaoeo in yai ci i o' vi one e n u a I I y

report that Shri Vishwanath had given a blantly diowwi t-ou

vdoiwii III Lii ic uuiiifjiai ii+ !-.~ 1 = T given to the Deputy Director

^  • f _i_ ^ 4 ^ t t ^ 4y^ I y T Lyv y-s y^ ^ tyN y^ »y**
onlv that but a I so UIU UI IO noau uici r\ -wi-iinijc; i lyi ic i-'uiid
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ui I i i^iais uo put their Signatures on the complaint Ex 3-1 ,

Even during the course of the enquiry the wit

aCiii I uucu uhat it was at the inst

head Clerk that they put their signatures on Ex 3-1

oai rue Kj r on .

oneSSSS had

V I or rwar la ui r ,

though they did not have personal knowledge of the content-i -i ^ ̂4^ I.

^ ̂  ̂  ^ ̂ ̂ a > r-u-- ^
u I or tau uuuufiretiu,

15. Again, in para 11 of the report the enquiry

officer has admitted that 3hri R,P.Jain, 3W-3, had in his

deposition stated that the applicant herein had in the

piosence of all the staff present, which included the Head

uioi rx, ouaced that the SIX Polaroid cards did not bear his

signatures and the same were forged.

4 *7
I  / . It IS also admitted in para 13 of the report

that the applicant had reported the matter to the Deputy

Director on the very next day but that before he did so the

Head Clerk had already 'mischievously' given, a distorted

version to her while handing over the six Polaroid cards and

11 cerises.

18. More significantly, in para 14 of the report,

lu nao ueen adiTiitted that there was no mechanismi by which

bhe Lincensing Branch would be in a position to determine

i iUiiiber of Polaroid cards issued by theai iu veri I y th

Polaroid Branch on a particular day and that, therefore.

ui ici c was nothing in the evidence to show that on 11.6,1331

the Polaroid Branch had infact issued 442 Polaroid cards.

It IS further admitted this regard that there was no

evidence to suggest that the applicant was responsible in

any way for the safe custody of Polaroid cards either in the

in the ticensing Branch and that the HeadPolaroid BrjanCm O?
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^  Clerk was the overall Incharge of the office in the
,/

L. Iucilo 1 1lyi I oi aiich and the ksys of the office were also kept

by the h'ead u I c I r\

< n Even so the enquiry officer, by use of

strange logic held in para 15 of the report that from the

evidence on record it emerged that the MLO was the Incharge

of the overall supervision for issuance of licenses. At th

sam,e time it is admitted that the Polaroid Officer was the

overall Incharge of the Polaroid Unit, It appears that the

enquiry officer has drawn an adverse inference against the

applicant only on the ground that he had not called for the

^ of Prah^lsH ! n. n

c

cApianaoion Oi rrahalad Kumar, L.D.C. in the Polaroid Unit

ie questionedand had not probed the matter further nor had h-

rrahaiad Kumar regaroing miisplacement of the remaining 30

Polaroid cards. When admittedly the applicant had on the

I  irsu i^pputtunity questioned the genuineness of the Polaroid

cards and had entrusted the forged Polaroid cards to Shri

Vishwanath, Head Clerk with an understanding that the matter

would be referred to the higher officer, namely, the Deputy

l;i i ohe next date, there was no point in holding an

enquiry or probing, the matter further on 1 1 ,6,1331 itself

I C2 oS in ths GVSni HQ*

nr\
£- U . ns IcgaruS the original Polaroid cards the

same were admittedly handed over to the Deputy Director by

bue Head Clerk on 12,5,1331 along with his own version of

the incident. After that date, despite the lapse of several

months the Polaroid cards could not be found. The enquiry

ui i icer seemis to draw an inference from the aforesaid fact

that It was the applicant herein who had caused

disappearance of those cards. We do not find anything in
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i  the evidence to even renriotely connect the applicant with the

disappearance of the Polaroid cards. As a matter of fact

o  owiiipiai i io IS thiat neither the oriyinal

Polaroid cards nor even their photostat copies were ever

oLiujcuuvp-u uu comparison with the admitted signatures of theJwjected to comparisv""

r 1 T !^i "f* d \/ d ^ Lnappi icanu even though he had made a request for the same.

tMC7 cii^ui i y I ouauco uhaL.- oi i ioo thiS Dsputy Director

had in her deposition recorded by the enquiry officer

identified the signatures of the applicant on the Polaroid

cards, there was no necessity to get the disputed signatures

and the admitted signatures compared by an examiner of

^  questioned documents. We are afraid this contention cannot

be accepted. Indeed, the crux of the charge against the

applicant was that he had signed those Polaroid cards which

I  L. wa=> eiii(jhau 1 ca 11 y denied by the applicant. In these

circumstances, it was all the more imperative that the

ein-|Ui i y Oi I i i^ei uught to have got the signatures compared by

an Expert. The solitary deposition of the Deputy Director

would not be sufficient.

iI . That brings us to the question as to what

would be the evidentiary value of the deposition made by the

uepUo> L^Mector, namely, Smt. .Achala Singh. .According to

the enquiry officer she had conducted the preliminary

enquiry in the matter iimm.ediately after receiving a report

about the same. She would, therefore, be the most important

witness. But even so she was never included in the list of

witnesses. It was only during the course of the enquiry

when there were several gaping holes in the story of the

prosecution that the enquiry officer.abrupt1y called her to

make her deposition and recorded her statement. It is

interesting to note that in her deposition dated 10,1.1337
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Ismt. Achala Singh has stated that she had retained the
t  Iuences/po"!aroid cards and kept them in' safe custody and on

her transfer -she had handed over the 1
i 1 c e ri c e s p o he?

successor. She, however, conveniently washes her hands of

the incident by stating that she does not know what happened

uu uhose licences later.

22. In answer to a question put to her the said

witness has admitted that on receipt of the complaint from

the Head Clerk she did not immediately start any

investigation . or enquiry but referred.the matter to the

^  Joint Director. It was only after receiving instructions
from the Joint Director(Admn} that she

r i ivcou .gat ions. If the learned enquiry officer holds the

appi iuaiiL. guilty of the alleged .misconduct on the basis that

i.c uiu ....mediately probe the .matter how can he rely upon

L,he deposition of the Deputy Director that she did not

.......Su .aoS 1 y hold any e.^iquii^y or p."obe?

23. That apart, the Deputy Director admittedly

^  held a detailed enquiry and examined the officials who had
the knowledge about the alleged incident but there is

nophing or. the record to indicate that copies of the enquiry

. eport or that of the depositions .made by the witnesses

during the course of the said enquiry held by the Deputy-

Director were ever giver, to the applicant. Learned counsel

for the applicant e.m.phatical 1 y denies that any such copies

were given to the applicant. The learned counsel for the

respondents has also not been able to seriously dispute
Uf J I O

asssrsion
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c4. We further notice that in the enquiry report
ic enquiry officer has repeatediy stated that the alleged

1  ̂ 1ycu ^.o,arolu caruS/ r icences had been recovered from the

-C ^ T ^ ̂
a  { a I ocj

possession of the applicant. This is manifestly
ouaoemeno uecause admittedly these cards we re in

possession of Shri Vishwanath, Head Clerk who produced the
same before the Deputy Director on 12.S. 13S1. it has also
come from the deposition of the prosecution witnesses that
one Vinod Malik had come with six driving licences and gave
the same to the applicant but at the instance of Shri
Vishwanath, Head Clerk the applicant handed over these
licences to Shri Vishwanath. By no stretch of reasoning can
it uc oaid that these licences were in possession of the

applicant. As regards the Polaroid cards it is the admitted
position of both the parties that the same were in
possession of Shri Prahalad Kumar. Shri Vishwanath,
prosecution witness states in his deposition that on seeing
the SIX unstamped Polaroid cards the applicant herein had
stated that the same do not bear his signatures and are
forged and thereafter the applicant handed over the said
Polaroid, cards to the Head Clerk for sending a report to the
u-cpuu> Director the next day. To the same effect is the

ucpvo I u I J w I r\. P. da 1 n, w 1 tness.

25. It IS interesting to note that even the star

witness of the prosecution, namely, Sh, Vishwanath, Head
v^ierk against whom the enquiry officer has also commented
auversely has in his deposition admitted that the Polaroid
Branch works under the Polaroid office who is under the
administrative control of Director, DEDA, while the Head
Clerk and the MLO are under the administrative control of



o
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iiu. Reverting back to the question as to whether

the applicant was granted adequate opportunity to defend

himself, we may refer to Annexure A-VIII and a list of

documents annexed thereto. Sy the aforesaid application the

app r luaiiu i lOd sought copies of some relevant documents which

■included the original driving licences, the original
Polaroid cards and other documents so that he could inspect
the same and prepare his defence. As already stated, all
these documents were relevant and were meant to disprove the

allegation made by the prosecution against the applicant.
It IS not disputed that these documents or their copies were
never furnished to the applicant. In reply to the aforesaid

application of the applicant the Vigilance officer of the
i iat ioport uepartment had sent a reply, as at Annexure A-X,
that the original documents are not readily available as the
officer concerned is out of the country and that the said
original documents can be supplied for inspection on her
return from abroad. We are told that Smt. Achala Singh was
the 'officer concerned' but as already observed, she has
tated in her deposition that she had handed over all thes^

ivccuicoo uo say that

those documents never saw the light of the day.
Surprisingly, the enquiry officer has drawn an adverse
inference against the applicant even on the ground that the
original documents were not traced out later. This
inference, in our considered view, is most illogical . The
report of the enquiry officer becomes even more perverse f
the stcresaid reason.

V-/I
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27. Last- but not the least circumstance tc be

notsd is the letter dated 3.4.1331 which according to the
cnuu,. ^- ui I ,uc! was , sent by the Deputy Director, namely,

omu. Achala Singh to the applicant directing him tc keep
all the applicatiohs for renewal for commercial licences in
safe custody and that no appl-ication form along with the
ouppui uing uwuuiiicuuo shculd be destroyed from that day
onwards. The enquiry officer seems tc have passed this
letter into aid tc support the contention that the applicant
ad flouted the instructions contained in this letter. The

applicant has taken the plea before the enquiry officer that
he had never received this letter and the enquiry officer
has not believed him. On a careful 1 perusal of this letter
we find that this letter was not at all addressed tc the
applicant but the same was addressed tc the M.L.O. Mall
r^cau WMI IC the appliant was working in Hill Road.

!Mc. ciuic, ujr Mv otretch of reasoning can it be said that

irnei.c wci c any such instructions issued to the Hill Road

office of Transport Department. Interestingly, a copy of
that letter has been endorsed tc Shri Vishwanath, Head Clerk
even though he had never worked in Mall Road office.

n n
ilO We are convinced that each finding recorded

by the enquiry officer contradicts another finding recorded
by himself in the earlier part of his report.

n. ,„ay a. SO deal With ths cbjecticns raised

by the respondents in their counter which were re-iterated
by their counsel during the course of his arguments. This
relates tc non-availing of departmental remedies available
to the applicant. m the peculiar facts and ci rcum,stances

this case we consider the case tc be one where theof +
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^  requirement of exhausting the departmental remedies need not
/

be insisted upon. This is partioularly so in view of the

fact that after hearing the parties the Tribunal had

admitted this O.A.

30. In view of a]1 that has been held and

discussed above we find the case against the applicant to be
one of no evidence and the findings recorded by the enquiry
officer to be perverse. We accordingly allow this O.A. and

quash the impugned order of punishment of removal from

awarded to the applicant. We direct that the

applicant shall be re-instated in service forthwith.

However, as regards the back wages we leave it to the

respondents to pass an appropriate order in this regard as
also in regard to the question as to how is the intervening
period to be treated. 8ut on the question of continuity of
=<=, v ice we direct that the interveing period shall not be

treated as a break in the applicant's service.

31 . With the above order^ the OA is disposed of,^  leaving the parties to bear their own costs.

V. . r . n I "I iv n I ^

Member (A)
i' T M n!— >V. I . IN . Di la u ̂

Member (J)


