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L:t:Nfrt AL l\~·1 li~ l:JTRAT iVt: TR !BUNAL 

A LLAHAB,Au BE NCH : l\LLAHABAO 

ORIG lNAL ·°'Pr1 L I .:A T IO N i~O. 1 103 OF 1998 AlengtJ ith 

ORir,INAL APPLICATION N0.316 OF 
Allahnbnll thi~ the \~Day or 

HO N'OLL i·lAJ GE N. K. K. 3Rl vASTAVA . 1·iEl'iBER-A 

'HON ' BLC: MR. A. K. 8HA T i~AGAR,f'lE1"18C:R-J 

Gokaran Nath Dwive di, 

eged about 54 yearn, 

son of Lato Ram Chendrika Pr asad, 

resident of 65 'f3• Railway Tr nffic Colony, 

7th Avanue, Nawab Yu sur Road, Allehabed • 

1997 

\l\~. 2004 

-
•• • • , . , ., • ••• Applicant 

( By Advoca te Sri S.S. Sharma & Sri J. N. Tiweri) 

Ver sue 

1 . Uni0n or I n Ji. o , 

t nraugh the Secretar y , 
• 

2. 

3. 

~ . 

Ministry of Railways, Rail Bhewan, 

New Delhi. · 
. . 
•, 

Th8 Gener a l Manager, Northern Rail~ay; 

8eroda House, New uelhi. 
•• 

The Divisional Railway Man:sEr , 
j·.Jor. t hf.!r n Railwa,y , N_awab Yusuf' Road, 

Allahab ad. 
' . 

I 

~ · • 
The Addl. Di visional Railway Manager,~ 

rlortncrn Railway , O.R. 1~ '0 Of r ice, 

Nawab Yu s uf rioa d, ~l l ahabad . 

s . The Senior Divisional Operating Manager, 
tJo r thern .~ ~ilw:.11 1 0 . R.1·1.' s Office, 

6. 

7. 

Nawab Yusuf Road, .HllahabaJ. 

The Uivi s io nal Opa~ atin~ Ranager (M ), 
Northern Railw ay , u.R. f'l 's Of f ice, 

Allahab a d. 

Shr i Uma Shankar Dwivedi . S/o Late 

t'\._ 
I 

• 

I 
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Ooo9h Nat h Owivedi, R~s ide nt or Villoge­

Sar oan, P. O. M~jo Road , T~ hail-Me j a Road, 
D i~trict-A lle habad. • ••••••• • R@~~ondent• 

( By Advoc•te Sri A. V. Sr ive.st a va , &Sri R. s. Saxe na ) 

Alongwith 

Qi:i g ioAl AP1Jl i c o tio 11 ...liQ. •• 33.§. Q.t' -~97_ 

Gakar a n Neth Owive di, 

San er Late Sr i Ratncha ndrike Owive di, 

e lie s l a t e Shri Chondr ika Pra~~d , 

r es id~nt or villeg~ Sor ao n, T~ hs il Me j a , 
District Alla habad, 

present r •? s i dlinq in Quar t er No. 65 VJ 

Railwa; Trat't' i c Col ony , 7 Ave nue , Nawab Yueuf Roa• • 
Dis t r i c t- Alla habad. • •••••• Appl i ca nt 

1 • 

2 . 

3. 

( By Advoc a t a Sri Vije ndr 1.1 Si ngh ) 

, 

Ver s1Js 

Uni11 n or Indi;;i , 

thr ou gh Secretary, Plini -, t r y or R..., il1 1 Ay~ , Ra i l Bh et·J Pn t 

Neu O"' lhi. 

T h P. ll a ilt.JlilY Board , R~il 8 h a1.1an , 

New Delhi through Dy. Oir ~ ctor E~tt . (R). 

Ge ner al Monoger ( N.R. ) , 

Baroda Haus~ , New D~lhi. 

4 . The Di vi9icnEJl Rci lway Ma nager, 

Nawab Yu suf R oa~ , Al l ehnhnd (u.P . ). 

s. The Oivi, iona l O;:>er a t inQ M a nagP.r (M) , 
' 

North1!rn Railway, D2R.M. Ott ric fl! , Mau ab Yu su f' Road, 

Al lahobed. 

· 6. Uma Shankar Ow ive di, 
Son of Lat e Shr i Ooodh Nat h Owiv@di, 
RPside nt or Villane Ssraon. 

• 

I 

.-.. ~-~ 
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Post Off'ice Meja Road, Tehsil Meja, 

Oistrict Allahabad. • •••••••••• Reepondenta 

( By Advocate Shr i A. V. Srivastava ) 

0 R_o __ E R 

HO N'BL.£ MAJ GEN. K~K. SRIVASTAVA.MEMBER-A 

In O.A. No.336/97 the applicant has prayed ror quashing 

the punishme nt order dated 14.2.1997 by uhich the applicant has 

bee n dismissed and also direction to the respondents to reinstate 

him a nd hold respondent no.6 Sri Urro Shenkar Ouivedi uho i s 

r esponde nt no. 7 in D.A. No.1103 /98 not e ntitled f'or appointment 

on compassionate grou nds . Since the racts or both the O.As are 

sa.rne and the r e lier claimed in 0.A. No. 336/97 is fully covered 

by relier clai~ed in O.A. No.1103/98, ue pass the following ~ 

order in 0.A. No.1103/98. 

2. In O.A. No.1103/98 filed under section 19 or Administrativ 

Tribunals Ac t 1985, the applicant has prayed ror yuashing the I 
impugned punishment order dated 14.2.1937 (Annexure A-1)auarding 

the punishnent or dismissal rro~ service, appallate ~rder dated 

16.7.1997 rejecting the appeal or the ap~licant a nd revi5ionary 

order dated 18.11.1997 modifying the punistment of dismissal 

from service to compulsory retirement. 
• 

3. The fact s, in short, are that the rather or the applicant 

Late Shri Chandtika Prasad Ouivedi alias Ram Chandrika and fathe 

or re sponde nt no.7 Lat !: Shri Ooodh Nath Owivedi uere real 

brothers i.e. ~ons or Late Rampati. They uere in the service or 
Railwnys as Switchmen and f"ir1~man respectively. Shri Ooodh Nath 

Owivedi rather or r e sponde nt no.7 died in harness on 20.01.2968 

leavi ng behind his widow Smt. ~a nr awati Devi and two minor 

daughters. After few month s or the de ath or Shri Oqodh Nath 

Ouivedi the widow aave birth to respo nde nt no.7. She gave hirth 

to another son ~bout 10 years aft er the death or her husband as 
res ult or illicit r e lation. The appl i cant uas ap ooi nted on 
comr>assionete grou nd bY or der dated 23.12.1970. Thw widow, who 
is the mother or respondent no.7, approached the respo ndent• 
ror compassionate appointment or h~r son i 
the ar ou nd that ha hed attnined m·J·o~ity ••• r espo ndent no,7 on 

~ g ~ and the applicant ianot 

I 

l 
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looking after her. Th e applicant uas servod uith a chargesheet 

dated 24 . 04 .1 J~6 . An enquirt was J1el J and after completion of 

disciplinary procee d i nus the ~npugne d pu ninhment orJer dated 

14.2.1997 lJO~ pa~58d aw::r d in9 t ile puniahme nt o P dismiosal from 

s ~rvice. Tha applicant challanuc d the disciplinaty authority 

order r e f erred to above b y f il·in .J a1)Peal d t d 4 4 1997 a e • • • The 

a rrellate authority d isrnisse ·j the appe al of' the applica nt by 

impugned order dated 16. 07. 1 9~7 (Annexur e A- 2) . ThE arplica nt 
• 

f' i l~ci a r ev i s ior. petition :. nrl thL r e:v isi.:l ner y authority b y 

i mpugne d orde r dated 18 . 11. 1997 r e duced the punishment of' 

dismissal rro~ serv i ce t o that er compu l snr ; t e tir eme nt. 

A'J :ir ieveJ b~1 the same the applicant ha s fil ed thi s u. A. 1Jhich 

has been con tested b y the r .espo nn:le nts b 1 f i l i ny CA. 

3 . He ar d Shri s. s. Shar ma , learned counsel r or the 

a pplic a nt and Shr i A.V. Sr ivas tava , l earneu counsel for the 

res ponde nt s at length. We have a l so pe rused r ecorda a nd tJ1e 

p l eadings. 

4. It i s an a dmitte d f ac t t ha t the ap plica nt UAS a µpo i nt ed 

c n compassionate a ppo i nt me nt b)' order dat ed 23.12.1 97 0 and he 

juinot.J t he r esponde nt's e s tt;lblishm t=- nt on OB.04 .1 97 1 pursua nt 

t o th e no tice dated 7 . 4 .1 97 1 ( Anrcxur e A- 6 ) . The applica nt 

1...1 a~ a ,J,Jo i nted as temp or ar / A s3 ista nt Goods C l :?rk and in due 

course of ti~e he was promote d a s Guard -A. The contention or 

the applic ant is that respond.; nt nw . 7 l . !~ . Lima Shank er 01.Ji ve di 

rar- th, • rJ.I":.t tjm r on 27.1 0 .1 990 i. e. about 23 years afte r the 

de uth of' his f ather made r eprese nt.at i :.> n for his appoi ntme nt on 

c~mpasoi o nate grounds. S i nce the applicant wa s working a s PA 

t o the ti)e n Rc.ilwat Minister Shr L J'lncih1Jnr Mishra, the Hon' ble 

rtinister se nt a n:Jte to Dire ctor Est eib lishme nt f o r i :1.neJ l3tl! 

a ppoi ntrtl ent or r espondent no.7 o n comp a3J ionat e grounc& In 
to\-

pursuance I th~ l etter. of the Hon' ble Minister the Director 

L I 
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Establish .• 1ent Ra ilway Board addresse d Gf•l (P) Northern Railwa y 

l!ct.1 LJelh i on :.SO. J4.1 ;;1 ~1 1 (A r.nex t•r 11 A-1 J ) for oxa:nini n!J th ? case 

or re s pondent no.7 ro~ c0mr a ssionate appointment. fhe o. s .r1. 
Northern Ra ilwa) Al lsl1ab 9 d vi t.J e l e t tar dated 27. 5. 1932 

(A n nexure A-11 ) inrormaJ tne mo t h e r or responde nt na .7 t hat 

-

respo nde nt no.7 cou l d no t be givon appointment on compassionate 

grou nds because hi s nepl1a•..1 Sl1r i Gokharan Nath Ouivedi i . e . the 

ap plica nt had alre edy bee n '.j l va n comp assio na t 2 appointment =: nu 

as per R~le o nl ; one par son c a n b e ~iv~ n the appointment o n 

co:npas sio na t e g'round s on th\? death or an employe 2 in har ne$s . 

In f act the controvers1 in t h i i D. A. Rtert e d then . 

s. Thi? mo t h1.:r •J P rc ~·po r i de nt no .7 ma de a lle gatio ns agai ns t 

t he a p pl ic"iiit t h 11 t t hoL•g h he ha d obta i ned appointment or 

cc~pas sionete ~r ounds by s ubm i t t ing f e l s e do cum ~ ncs , he uas 

not loak in~ artar her. Shd &l s o pr a yed t o t h8 re sponde nts that 

h~r s o n :- e:3p1J n -~n~ r•u .7 shou l J o e g iven the co'llp a s s io na t e 

aiJpointma nt . 

6 . What i s sur ~rl 3 i ng t o u s ia tho t t he mother or 

res pondent r.o . 7 cJ i d not mak e any complaint f or mo~e t h6 n t wo 

de c ad29 that she was not being looked after by the a pp lic a nt 

t!~1 ich est ablishes tha t s he had no gri e vanc e aga inst the 

a ppl i cant. It c:ppear s that she cha nged he r lo ya lit i e s and 
\i..her son~ 

rinding thatlr asp ondent no .7 cpuld b e oppoir.ted , s ilt~ s taft e d 
1 ~to achieve her obj ectivel\\...-

making complaint ':t against the ap pl i cn n t / ;. n,1 pur~u·ed. the matter 

o f c tl:n µ a s5 i• 1na t e appointme nt fo t her so n i.e. res po nde nt no .7. 

1. The aPtJlicant was ser ve a with o major penalt ; charges he !?t 

d 8ted 24.4.19J6 •• Basically l h8 c harge was thet the ap~ lico nt 

absent ed himself une,,~i~'lf~d l:.t, C? Jc;de LI t :i a t tend t he controntad 

e nqu .:.r , in conne ct ic. n / h i s · appo intrrH~ r.t a n co:n ,la ~ · .. lo nc. t ~ graYnd• 

l ________ ----~---
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O irectiv~ cf Cer1t r <? l Ad'llinis trativ; Triburic1 fl.l l nll2bad as ,)er 

...i l th t 11 .. 0 .... _ 1· n"' .-i.-rvic' .n c.Jmpess i:J nate grounds by 
.;)Ou a SD a r:: u 1. .;;. ,., _ '-'- · 

1 . th r~cts ond r ., l "'' l/ r ·or e::;e rting himse lr a s near concc a .1119 '! .:. "' "" .J - - -

r l.! !.ntive or Late Ooodh t~th 

thun , the a pp lica nt d i d not 

1)1.:i\ledi, t h e: deceased employee and 
l- ~ ...... 

keep ii.nt e{lrity en j r a iled t o :naintai n 

abso l ute de votion t o dut1 nni acted in a manner wh i ch is 

u n!J :? c::i~i. n ;_: on tho pert or Ra ilway Sar vont t·•er eb r c c ntravenad 

Ru l e 3 (1) (i) (ii) (iii) or Rail..ia/ Serv;ce Conduc t Ru l.?9 1J5~ . l 
The Enquir 1 orricer vid c: his enqu ir 1 repor t dated 13 . 1.1 ):}7( Ann- A.1:! 

rasorde d th~ r n llowin~ rindin~s : -

i .; ) 
\. - ' AL sc n~.:. nJ 1t:.n ::elr fr om dut/ 

i .3 t)roved . 

p u . e • . • 5 . 3 . 1 ~J5 t o 24 . 4 .1 3~6 I 
I 

( ii ) Evaded co nfr o nt e J e n1.1u ir / .: r. co nn ~ct io n .... , i 1: h his appointment I 
on co~~assio nate gr ounds i s proved. 

\i ii ) Obta ined th2 service on compassio nate gr uunds by conceal ing 
tha r acts and ralse ly repr esenti ng himselr as near relative 
to Late Oo odh Nath Ow i vedi is not proved. 

a. I n order to appreciat e the co nt r oversy we would like t o 

go into eac h o f t he r ina i ngs of' the enqu i ry a fr ice r (Annexure A-33.l 

The e nquir y or f ice r has he l d that unuuthorised abse nce o f t he 

applica nt u . e .f. 06. 03.1 996 to 24 .04.1 996 i s proved. We f ind t ha t 

tne applicant riled a detai l ed r e pr ese ntation before the 
• 
~ 

dis ciplinar y au thority on 14 .02 .1997 (Annex ur e A-~4) a nd ue 

obse rve that tha discip linary authority ha s g ive n no cons ideratio n 

to the points raised therein. The s e cond rindi ng of the enQuiry 

orricer i s that the applicant evaded confronting enquiry in 

con~ect ion 4ith his appoint~ent on compassionate grounds is 
Besldea~ 

proved. Ii n para 7 of' the CA tha res pondents have stat13d that 

a pplicant obtained s e rvice i n the Ratluays by ralse representation 

or facts and submission or fraud docun.ents as uas evident fro:a t he 
• 

rapurt or the confront ed e~~ir1 dated 26.03.1:J::J6 . Ue rail 

to underatand as ta hou it uas pres umed by the e nquiry articar 
• 

' . that the applicant evaded confronting enquiry a p•cla lly Yhan the 

appli ca nt alonguith his a.ranee ••• iatant has been attending the 

• 

\ 

I 
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en4uiry on number of day s earl.iPr ta 2~.06.1996, The counsel 

for the aiJplicant 3ubm it tad that the information of the 

co nfr L1 nt in~ e ni;ui.r1 was not given 

the a~plicent ' s uite was sick , he 

of his wire in Railway hospital. 

to l t~e applipant and since 
Y-'for leave \\v-· 

appliedf ror the treatm~nt 

Tha respondents in this 

cJ nnaction have only stated that the l eave or the applicant uas 

not sanctioned . and this in-alia does not eatabliah that the 

applicant evaded conrrontin~ enquiry. We shall deal with the 

pain~'raise d by the raspandents in Para 7 or the counter in the 

next para. 

9. As regards the third rinding or the enQuiry otricar that 1 

the applicant obtained the aervice on m mpassionata 3rounda by 

concealing the facts and ralaely repraaanting himaalr as near 

relative or Late Ooodh Nath Owivadi as 'not proved' ia 
" 

concerned it does not require any diacuaaion. It i s unfortunate 
~~~~ .. 

ror the applicant that the r aapondanta have giv•n~weightag• to 
, 

it. We would also like to observe that the joint e nquiry in its 

report annexed as Annexur e A-16 has not dona its job properly. 

How could they rely upon the statement or Gram Pradhan that 

there is no fa•ily relationahip between raapondent no.7 and the 

applicant. In fact the matter raquirad deeper prOba than just ~l 

relying upon tha atataraanta or s~t.Munr!~~~t~e~ o _r~r::d~~ 

no.7 and the Gram Pr~dhan. It cannot be deduced rrom the ract 
(\ 

that residence or both the te11iliaa are aeparate and bo th ·.: ,~ 

f am ilia a ware neve~ raaiding jointly .in the a ame h•~•a• ~The \a._ 
~"' 1.4-""'cUAW~ ~ ~~ l~uk ~ 

applicant and reapondant na.7 are not claae r•latiana.T~e /~<Mt~ 

"' respandanta hava certainli. cammittad raaniraat error of l aw in 

hol~ing that the applicant is not near relative or Late Shri 

Oaodh Nath CWiv~di. 
t.J. ·-n:lf>-~ ~ 

as c:l.oae :we»kA, WI 
j 

Ir th• aons or raal bather~ are not trt! e te rl 

wond•r then who ~•u1d he~tr~at~d ea cl~ae , 
re l ation. The raapondents have not cDnsiJer aJ ~hi~ aspQct and 

have go n~ mechanically on the f 1nding or the joint enquiry 

L t 
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i n th i :s rcgar .:i a n j pa,,3 t he pu ni~ h:uo: nt 1J! d~r . 

1 o. ·Jn thi3 connection it would be r e l e va nt to me nt ion 

reapondent no.7 filed O.A. No.415/93 uhich uaa diapoaed or by 

order and jud9111ent or thia Tribunal dated 25.·0J .19J5 (Annexure 

A-13). The Tribunal did observe that eurthsr inveatigation in 

the matter wa s re~uired by confronting en~uiry but before that 

it uaa necessary ror the respondent s to have looked into aa 

to what documents/papers wer e submitted by the applicant at the 

ti~e rar aeeking campasaionate appointment in the year 1971. The 

reapondents have pleaded that the papers pertaining to the 
~ 

compassionate appointment or the applicant are not available is 

not accpetable to ua. It appears that th.? respondents f'or thl! 

sake of justifying their atand, have not cared to trace the 

original documenta/papera which are moat relavant. Such document 

cannot be weeded out till the peraon is in service. It uas 

expedient on the part or tha r e spondents to have referred to thos 

papers and only then a proper conrronting enquiry could be naadl!. 

Unfortunately the applicant who worked in the respondent• 

establiah~ent ror about 26 years haa been 
. f.,v 

compulao~ly retired 

rro~ the Railuat Service on th~ grounds which are not 

conclus ively prove d in absence or documenta aubmitted by the 

applicant at the tima or his initial appointment. Such an 

action of' the reapondenta cannot be juatiriad in the eyes or law 

specially when the original relevant racorda are not available 

with the respondents aa atateu by the~. lt alao appears 

that the grievance or the~o+her~or respondent na.7 i.e. 

to ua 

WidOU 

at' Late Ooodh Rath Ouivedi raiaed after 23 years after the de a th 

ar her husband ia nothing but an after-thought so that ahe could 

auccaed in getting the joo far har son i.e. re3~ onj~nt no.7. 

11. We elao nind eub ~ te.nce in the ~ubmie aion ot the learned 
~ 

cou nsel ror the applica nt t ha t e nqu iry pr ocee dings ~er d h? l d 
'• 

u~der pre !!J~ure~ the then ReilYey rtini s t er a nd 1,.1ith s ol e 
. 

; 

I 
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i ntontion anJ motive to ter~inate the services or the applica nt 

to comply with the Hon' bl.e Railw ay M ini.atar • s order i n 

what :sot!'ver WD,y possible s o tll et responde.nt no. 7 could be 
~ 

8 pµoint e d in hia place • . We have no heaitation to ho ld that 

thtt impugne d ar dor ~ ar l! unrair , illega l1 pr r~ver ~e e.n:l motiv a t e d. 

12.. IJe hava cloaely peru5ad the impug n;d orcte.r~ . In the 
-

punishrnen·t; a~der th (! diaciplinary ~uthor ity has o nly dwelt with 

the beh aviour of the .;.p;: licc.nt. in net attending the confront1?d 

Qnquil.·y, evad i ng the enquiry e nd u ~ ing de laying t actics b~sicloG 

hc lding that the applicant di d not adduce any material evidence 

Br any authoriaation by the uite of Late Shri O.N. luivedi and 

thereby holding that employee mia-represented himaelf aa close 

relative and obtained jab by conceal and fraud and thua he 

auarded the extreme puniahmenc or diamiaaal. Ye aak a queatien 
! . ' 

to Buraelvea that uaa it require~ of the applican~ to produce 

the evidence or any autharia~tion by the wire of late Shri o.N. . . 

Ouivedi at thia belated atage or Ya• it t•~ reapondenta to have 
. " 

reterred to the original papera riled by the applicant at tne 
. ~ . .. - .. . .. , 

time or obtaining the appointment in 1971? Our anawer i1 that . ~ . .,, . . 
the raap•~denta have very conveniently and illegally put the 

onua on the applicant. Baaidaa ua would alao like to obaarve 

that in the puniahmant order the disciplinary authority ha s r 
. ' ' 

r ~~orded hia ~.ia-agree~ant wit~ the en.q~~y of ricer in rag$rd 

to para 3 er Enquiry otricers tindinga. If that be ao the 
' diaciplinary. authority ahould have iaaued dia-agresm~nt memo 

\ . . . ' 
I 

the i11pu~ned order dated 14.2.1997.. In earlier than paasing 
• • < • I • - I ' 

' . 

vieu or the laY laid •oun by tha Hun•~1e Supr~~a Court in the 

caae of PunJ ab National Bank and Or•· \la. Kunj Behar i l'I iahl' a . . -
• ' I 

.1 998 SCC(L&.S) 1983 a~d Yogina~h O. Bagda Va. State . of Maharaahtra 
. . 

~ AnGthet 1999-SCC(L&.s) 1385 tha im~ugned puniahment order 

c a nnot stand tho tea t of law o.nd, therefore, the aame is liable 

The perusal or impug ned nppe ll~te o.r de.r to be am t as ide . 
~ 

dil.t~d 

1.J. 07., 1997 le ave s no doubt i n r'lu r minj th;:t th'.! .! a.m ~ • J.S 
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' non-speak ing because the points reised by the appli c=nt in hi8 

appea l dated 04.04.1 997 hove no.t been a ddressed at all by the 

8ppallate authority in tha appellate order so impu ~ ne d. As 

regard~ the revisionary authority order dated 16.11.1997 ue 

rind that the r evisionary authority had reduced the punishment 

or dismiss~! rrom service to compulsory retirement on 
• 

hum a nitaria n gr ounds but the s ame a l s o cannot sust .z in in I.l ie:.-

eyes of law. In r 6ct it would have been appropriate ror the 

r evisionary 8Uthority t o ha ve l ooked int o the verioue points 

r ais ed by the applic~nt in hi s r e vision petition. Simpl y 

mDdir y ing the punishme nt doe s not ma~t the ends or j u5t i ce . 

The lear ned counee l ror the ap ~licant he~ cited number or case 

l aw of Hon'ble Supreme Court end thi s Tribuna l in regard to 

departme nt a l enq11ir y and also violation or Principles or 
natur a l j ustice. ~owever. in our opinion, they ar e not 

r e~u ire d to be dealt wit h specially in vieu or out obs er vations 

above. 

13. In the r a c t.:: e.nu circums t c-tnc~ s anc our afor ese id 

diSCUS~iOG= , ~e al'e Of the View that the act ion or the 
~ -

reepo ndent s is arb itrary a nd illeaa l and the same cannot s t a nd 

in the eyes of law. The D.A. is a llowe d •• The impugned 

punish~ent or~er~ated 14.2.1 997 Dnd appellate order dated 

16.7.1997 and revisionary euthcrity order dated 18.11.1997 ere 

quas hed. The applicant shall be reinstated in service 
• • 

immediately o n f'i lin~~ of tl1i ., nruer be for e r i~spcndents and he 

shall be entitled f or ~11 consequential benefits. We l eave it - ' 
ror respondents t o take or not to take any decision in respect i 

of service of res ponde nt no.7. 
I 

14. In view or the ahove the O. A. No.336/97 stands d isposed 

or. 
15. There sh~ll be no order as t o cost~. 

' 

/Nac le11/ 


