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ne appears for the applicant rr the 

applicant is present in person when called. 

Nor there was any formal request for adotzrn-

mont of the matter. However Mr.R,C.ath,Ld, 

Standing Counsel for the Ekes 	ents 

present and with his aid an ssistnc, we 

have perused the recorth. 

The applicant has cee 'ith 	wni3 

round of litigatin in this O.A. larlier 

he had ventilated his jrievances by fi1in 

O.A.12/019 reqardinc the, order of punishiient 

passed against him by the disciplinary autho-

rity removing him from service. 11oweve, h 1 

had not exhausted the departnental remediw 

and therefore, by our order dtd.27.1.4, we 

had given liberty to the piicnt to prefer 

a revision petition before the competent 

authority and had directed the competent t-

h'rity that if such a revision petition i 

filed by the applicant by 1502.$4 then the  

revisi.nal authority should call for the 

records and examine the matter on merits and 

pass appropriate orders within a period of 

four months from the date of recöpt of such 

petition. In.pursuance of the said direction 

the applicant had filed a revisin petition 

in 4.2.*4. The said petition was considered 

and disposed of by the revisional authority 

by its order dtd. 8..94. By detai1d and 

speaking order, the d - tr. 	y authority, 

qoinej int, the whole aspect of the case of 

the applicant as well as the report of the 
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enquiry cricer and ether material ct 

with the disciplinary proceedirws initiated 

against the applicant,fufld that the chars 

have been conclusiVely pr.ved arainst the 

applicant. However keepinq in view net ,nly 

the interest of the public bt also the corn-

pelling faiiily circuflSt1flCe$ of the pctiti.fl-

er, he modified the order of punishment from 

that of removing from service to compulsory 

retirement with efect from the date, from 

which he was r,ved from the seric%  48arlier, 

with the benefit of compensation pension 

and gratuity, as admissible under the rules. 

It is against this order the applicant has 

cee in the present a-plicatt.fl. 

de  have heard the LdStandinef counsel and 

f-ave prused the records placed before us. 

The applicant had as ailed the order St 

the revisiri authority being unreasonable 

and as a 'rduct of non application of rèind 

on the ground that the rev is ion uthorit: 

and the enquiry officer had not given re 

able opportunity to the applicant to Cro 

etriine the witnesses. Wwever this alle 

ticn ha- 	stands ,rverted as the report 

of the enquiry officer ste 

reasonable opportunities .f 

&e&te the charged official in consonance e 

the principles of natural justice. The a 
Ott 

cantLspecificaliy1isclosed as to which w. 
cross 

ness 	was net allowed t.Lexflhin) 

tesu1t of which the allegation of denial 
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F.wever1  the point was raised whether tre 

was an act of dereliction of duty on the 

part of the applicant whèl,e he was an duty as 

trained guard and that fact having been prav& 

beyond cubt and the applicant has also repc. 

tedly accepted that he did commit dire liction 

of duty, it is net for the Court to hold and 

net to reappraise eviden ainst any 

apeai aler the order. The revisionary autNov  

ritit had alreathr modified the order of exch 

ne of puni.slinent that is rnava1 from servi 

cc by cempuisery retirnent by virtw 'f 

which the applicant is nw entitlzI to 1)n3in 

and other retiral benefits as admissible undcr 

the rules. 

dith this, we see no reason for any 

interprtati.n and acaerdin1y this O,A. 

dispcsed of being without merit. 
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