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:H 	HONOURBLE MR .K.? .CHARYi, VICE_CHA IRMAN 

whether the reDorters of local news oapers 
may be allowed to see the judgment ? Yes 

To be referred to reporters or not ? t\& 

hether Their Lordships wish to see the 
fair ccy of the judçment ? Yes 
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..?ttCWRYi, VICE-C.I*IRIN, In this application the petitioner 

challenges the order passed by the competent authority 

reverting him to the post of a Caretaker which resulted 

from a disciplinary proceeding. 

Shortly stated the case of the petitioner is 

that while he was emoloyed as an antulance driver, he 

was placed uhder suspension with effect from 18.4.1992 

on a contemplated proceeding. Subsequently a set 	j- 

charges were delivered indicating that the petitioner 

had disobeyed the orders of his higher authority in 

handing over the key of the antulence to another driver 

and so also the petitioner was charged for negligently 

and 	reably I driving the vehicle which had met 

accident on some occasions. n enquiry was conducted 

nd the inquiry officer found the petitioner guilty. 

in his turn the disciplinary authority concurred 

with the findings cf the inquiry officer and ultimately 

cassed an order reverting the petitioner to the post of 

caretaker. This order is under challenge. 

in their counter the ooposite oarties maintain 

that there is overwhelming  evidence to substantiate the 

charges which has been established and principles of 

natural justice having been complied in its strictest terms, 

order of ounishment should be sustained and the case being 

devoid of merit is liable to be dismissed. 

We have heard Mr.P.K.Mohaotra,learned counsel 

for the petitioner and Mr.D .N.Mishra, learned Standing 

Counsel fot the Railway Administration on the merits 
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of the case. 

It was contended by Mr.P.K.Mohapatra that the 

initiation of the proceeding is by an incompetent authority 

namely the Divisional Medical Officer and therefore the 

entire proceeding should be quashed. This aspect of the 

contention does not find place in the pleadings. 

This 	fact not having sound place in the petition, 

and no notice having been given to the opposite parties 

which would have given an opportunity to meet the case 
do not 

of the petitioner, weLfind  any justifiable reason to act 

on fts submission of Mr.Mohapatra. 

It was next contended that the petitioner being a 

direct recruit as an ambulance driver, reversion of the 

etitioner to a lower post is not according to law.  On 

the other hand Mr.D.N.Mishra, learned Standing Counsel on 

the basis of the avernients finding place in the counter 

submitted that the petitioner was initially recruited 

as a Mali and thereafter the petitioner was promoted to 

the post of -trnbulance driver. Contention of the petitioner 

that he wasadirect recruit is not correct. We had called 

upon Mr.Mohapatra to furnish the document under which the 

Detitioner was directly appointed to the post of 1tmbulance 
was 

driver. Thjsejther being filed along with the application, 

nor it could be filed before us to-dy.Therefore, we reject 

this part of argument of the petitthners counsel. 

We have gone through the reasons assigned by the 

disciplinary authority in coming to a conclusion of guilt 

on the part of the oetitioner. We : t find the impugned 
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order to be peerse in any manner whatsover. Therefore, 

the order of punishment is hereby upheld and the case being 

devoid of merit is dismissed. No costs. 
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