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Pleadings of this case &Ie complete. Farties counsel

are agree& so uwe are going to dispose of this case fin&lly
- J .

with their consente

2.' The app]icaﬂt atlﬁ;releuaﬂt pOiﬁt.Of time w&s working

as Ticket Collector. Un 21.12.15685 while he was ©n duty
et Jhelum Expre Trjgkm Jhensi to ltearsi, & _complaint

A
“
Se

was made by & pas nger zgainst the applicant thet he

nas cherged 20 Bs. extra money from kbbe passenger for
giving him & slesperl birth. The complaint was made to the

Prime Minister. The VLQl]ﬁﬂCC enqulry wes wlsg made &nd the

" yigilence gnquiry found him guilty thereefter the

departmantid enyuiry proceeded. The appliceant participeted

\
L

oty the cepartmentel enquiry. The engu iry officer caume =
. :

tg the canclusion thet the charge against the upp110unt
WuS prouéd snd the_disciplinary suthority acting on  ~
the report of the enquiry off icer passed the punishment

order of reduction to d TgweT post/grade, snd has ordered
i

thet you are, thers fore, reduced to the lower greade of
2

ra)

T4 in the scele of Rs. 950-1500 for & pericd of three

J _
years from the date of this order.lhereafter, N2 filad

this @pplicetion and it ur



of status-yro was péssea by the Tribunal. Durimg the

pendency of this application, the applicant elso offered

himself for the higher promotion&él pest in which he uwas
selected but he wes not given promotion in view of the

fact that the stetus-yuo order wWes prevailmﬁ, ,
. . ! T
-

3. The Jesrned counsel for the applicunt contended that ="

the punishment is based on no gvidence in <s much &s no

encuiry procesced &nd thersis no evidence uwhatsoever, wgainst

the applicant to provs Fiis guilte Héter taking into CDnSiGer'ctior%i
the totality of the circumstances and tre complaint of the
complienant whe hes no businzss tomake esuchntype of compléint
against & particuler person, the enyuiry officer came to

the conclusicn thet the cherge wgsinst him w&s proved.

2
.

hrccordingly, we do not find any flaw in the fincing

by . . N . _ . . .
sg recorded/edguiry o fficer and the application ageinst

the punishment crder hes got to be dismissed. RS the
sunishment pericd 1S over ond the CQp]iCaﬁt hashbeen
szslected for further prometion, there eppe&rs to be no rewson
why he shall not be given @& the promoticnal post and

nigher selection grade. [he respondents snall give the

applicent the next promotlonsl post and the grsde to which ,

he is entitled. Both the Misc. Applicstions are also stend

—h

with this judgment. No erder &s to the costse.
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