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of Hon'ble Su•reme Court d ision in State of Pun ab & Ors 

Vs. Chaman Lai Goyal (1995) Vol 29 ATC 546. 

7. 	Mis Sadhana Sri stava, learned counse for t 

respondents, ontesting th= case submitted that t 
	aopl 	ant 

was reinstate as ordered 	appellate authority etting 

6. 	The learned couns 

• ..4/- 



0 

Vax,order of dismi 

on 14.8.1992, 

was put off du 

charoes were f 

again vide ord 

sal dated 17 . . 1.987 and he took ove•charge 
L 

nce he was in olved in another case aeua he 

y again. pet•fled enquiry was held and 

and proved. 	herefore, he was dism ssed 

r dated 22/31 5-1993. 

8. 	Miss 

not deserve a 

order were s 

the applicant 

registered le 

himself. 

Sadhana Sriva tava, finally submitt,d 

d in fraud cases and le does 

y sympathy. Tie enquiry report and unishment 

nt to the applicant by Registered Q0 t but 

refused takin the delivery of both he 

ters. to was given full opportunity to defend 

that the applicnt was involv 

consideration to the s 

es. We do not find a 

rued counsel for the r 

ubmissiens 

y substance 

espondents 

he impugned 

off thr 

efore oce 

9. 	We ave given due 

of the counse for the part 

in the submis ion of the le 

that the appl cant was rein 

order dated 	4.8.1992 (Ann 

applicant fro duty with im 

the applicant was put off 

understand as to how could 

tated on 19.8.1992. 

3) is an order puttin 

ediate effect and the 

ty on 14.8.1992 l&T .-“fa 
v" EA\ 

he applicant join on 

1 tO 
VAS \ 6,W 
9.8,1992

A. 

10. 	The applicL,.ilt was 

vide order da ed 17.1.1987 

set aside by he •appellate 

16/27-7-1992. Respondent r 

applic nt aga in issued the 

the applicant. The entire 

of high handedness and unfo 

victim of prejudice. 

dismissed for the fir 

nd this order of dism 

uthority vide order d 

. 1 instead of reinst 

rder dated 14.8.1992 

ction of respondent 

tunatkly,  the applican 

t time 

ssal was 

ted 

ting the 

utting off 

. 1 smacks 

has been 

11. 	We have perused tie charge sheet dated 6.11.1992. 
	5/- 



The charges 

have been le 

dated 20.11. 

was hiEll_ben 

is why he ke 

take action 

designs to o 

why then the 

set aside by 

res ponfent no 

order dated 

dated 22/31-

sheet dated 

discharged t 

from 1.3.198 

like to obse 

the Post off 

etc and Inca 

was discharig 

unauthorised 

not for reas 

our mind th 

and illegal. 

pertain to the 

elled against 

985 itself. 

to oust the 

t certain isS 

future Inca 

st the applic 

order of res 

the appellate_ 
4 -̂Tektk-

.1 r.444-E44,d t 

4.08.1992 and 

-1993. Besid 

6.11.1992 is 

e S.B. functi 

to 29.9.1984 

ve that res 

ce during tui 

-e respondent 

ng S.B. funct 

y he should 

ns best known 

t the action o 

12. 	In view of our a 

ire ed th.t the order date 

arc liable to be quashed a 

// /1  

t appears that respondent no.',1 

pplicant from service and that 

es in his kitty so that he could 

e he did not succeed in his 

nt from the department. That is 

naent no.' dated 17.1.1987 iltas, 

rder dated 16/27-7-1992j  

fresh action by first issuing 

subseouently dismissal order 

charge no. 2 of tne charge 

ha t the applicant unauthoriseay 

:is of Baisar Dhani Post Office 

In this connection we would 

ndent no. 1 would have visited 

period for annual inspection 

0.1 found that the applicant 

ohs of the Post Office 

put as-to_.; to it which he did 

to him. We have no doubt in 

respondent no. 1 is arbitrary 

oresaid discussion we are cony-

14.8.1992 and 22/31-5-1993 

• the interest of the aplicant 

year 1984. These charges should 

the applicant in charge sheet 

merits prote tion. 

13. 	In 

Ordel.s dated 

the facts and 

14.8.1992 (An 

circumstances, the Oh is allowed. 

A-3) and 22/31-5-1993 (Ann At-6) 

...0/- 



/pc/ 

mber (A) 

pondent no. 1. 

// 

are quashed. We direct re 

the applicant immediately. 

to ensure the compliance of 

will also be -ntitled to 5 

of his dismi sal to the da 

of the back w ges will be m 

date of comm ication of th 

aNw,r(lx 
14. We lso cost of 

action of res ondent no. 1 

and illegal. The departmen 

government fern respondent 

the departmen had to indul 

15. A copy of this or 

Chief Post Ma ter General, 

necessary act on against re 

// 

ndent no. 1 to reinstate 

Respondent no. 2 is dir cted 

this order. The appl:_cant 

f back wages from the date 

e of reinstatement. The payne nt 

de within 3 months from the 

s order to respondents. 

1000/- because the entire 

as been arbitrary,preudicAVC 

may recover the loss to the 
w-J4katik  

o. 1, because of whose fi ction 

e into avoidable litigation. 

er will be sent by nacre to 

. Circle for taking further 

•• 


