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BEFORE THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL
BANGALORE BENCH, BANGALORE

DATED THIS THE TWENTY SECUND DAY CF DECEMBER

1586
Precent ¢ Hen'ble Shri Justice K.S. Puttaswamy eee Vice=Chairman
Hen'ble Shri L.H.A. Rege coe Member (A)

APPLICATIUNS NU,1285/66(T), 1353(T) AND
! 1349/86(7)

R. Gangaraju,

No.116, Pelice Line,
Eyatarayanapura,

GEF Pest, Mysere Read,
Bangalere-560 026,

K. Fehadesuwara,
Demmasandra,

Via Sarjapura,
Bangalecre District.

Aswethanarayenea,

254/6, 9th Main Rced,

Samzangiramanagar,

Bancalere-560 027, SO ARpplicants

(Shri M.S, Sicdaraju ... Advecate)
V.
Unicn ef Indie repressntrd
by the Secrstary,

Department ef Space,
New Delhi,

ISIC Satellite Centre,
Pe=nys Pest, Bancelerz-563 U5SE

. represented by its Directer.

Centrellzr, ISRC Satellite Centre,

~=a FPesnya, Bangslere-560 058. 006 i Spendents
AN
D\
(Shri M.S. Padmarsjaiah ... Aduc€ate)
Thas= a;plicaticns ceme up fer hearing befere this Tribunel,
V\ ‘ el )?ﬂcn'tlJ Member (A) ~ad= the fcllowings
\:} 4 ,\ " Q,O’/t/
N .
~—= ORDER
These are in ell,thr:e applications transferred unizsr Secticn
29 c¢f ths Administretive Tribunale Act, 1985, tc thie Bench, wherein
- the crd-r c¢f remcvel frem s=zrvice pessed by the third respondent as
the Disciplinary Authcrity (DA) snd medified te that of campulscry
N
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retirement by the secend rsspondent ac the Appellate Autherity (AA))
has besn challenced by the applicante, with a prayer te quash‘thm‘
same and grant them cons:-quential bensfite, All thase applications
being alike on facts and the guestien cf law being commcn, we precpese

to dispose them, by a commcn ecrder, .

A s The applicants were szngaged &s Orivers in the erstwhile Indian I
Scientific Satellite Prcjsct (ISSP) in 1573, Fursuant tc the

decisicn tc convert the Indian Spece Recsearch Crganisaticn (I15RC0)

intc @ Gevernment Bedy, with effecct from 1.4.1975 and cens:qu=snt en
decleraticon cf electicn by the applicants, they were appointec as

drivers cf ISSP withuthe Governmznt Bedy. Thzir relesvant s=rvice
I

particulars as drivers are civen brlew:

S1. Applicatien Name ecf tha Oriver Dates cf appointmeni, as Oriver
No, No o
(1)1285/1986(T) Shri R. Gengaraju 1.,10,73-As LVD in ISS? outside BOI,

1,4,'75 As LVD in ISSP within GUI.
14,7.'80 As HVD in ISSF within GCI.

(2) lZS?/lGBG(T? Shri K,Mahadesware 16,5,"'73 As LVD in ISSP putside GCI.
1.4,'75 As LDV in ISSP within GCI,
20.2.'76 As HUD in ISSP within GOI ,
(3) 1349/1586(T) Acswathanarayena 16.5.'73 As HUD in ISSP cutside GCI,

1.4,'75 As  HUD in IYSP within GCI.

N,E,sLVD means Light Vehicle Dirver,
HVD means Heavy Vehicle Oriver,
GCI means Gov=rnment cf Indis,.

Sls The details cof the suthoritize whe appeinted them as drivers in
\ i
h{? respectiveposts are as under:
\ |

Si, Name= of the driver Pcst to which app- Designaticn of the appoin-

Ne. -pinted tinc autherity
3 //  S/Shri
Lo*%# (i) R, Gangaraju LYD-ISSP Project Directer, ISSP,
b ISRD, Bangalore.
LUD-ISSP in GCI -do~-
HUD=ISSP in GOI Controllsr ISRC
Satellite Centre(3rd Respondent
(ii) K, Mahadeswers Lvp-Issp Project Directcr, ISRO
Satellite Centre, -
LUD-1SSP in 3CI —do-
HUD-ISSP in (GOI =-dc- "
(iii) Aswathanarayana  HVD-1SSP -do-
HUD-ISSP in CCI -do=-

NE: ISSP means Indian Scientific Satsllite Preject, B angzlore

D e Y s e o s C.emmrrnbk (rmrmrnicrdianm
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4, The refrain of grievance ef the applicante is, that the werk-
ing conditions of the drivere in the ISSP were dismal and they wers
asked tc work ovartime without commensurate alleuwance, According te
themn,thie situation wes aggravated by introducing a double shift
system known as the "split system", under which the drivers were
required te work in twe shifts & dey, fer nearly 16 hcurs. As the
werking ccnditicns for the drivzre in the ISSP wcrsened, the three
spplicants ard anothsr drivsr, are said to have taken the lead to
ventilate t+: grievances of the drivere and to form an asscciation
of drivers, Ths management acccrding te them, found it difficult to
implement the "split system', for want of ccoperation from all the
drivers, y;ig% felt that the applicants and others whe were putting

a spoke in thz wheel, ought to b got rid of,

5o The arplicants allsge that with this as a motive, the management
(uhich actu=zlly is a Bepartment of the Government of India) sarves
charge shezts on them,betwesn Ceptember, 1¢82 to Cctcber, 1983, under
Rule 11 of the Department of Spaces Employess (CCA) Fulss, 1976

(Rules for shert). The following articles of chargs were framed on
sach of them by the third respendent vize. the Ccntroller of LeRe

Sztellite Centre, hclding that all the applicants, under each article

i «fﬁ:f of charos, had failad to maintain abscluts devcticn te duty and
/& - \ &
//~ e Mntegrity,in vicletien of, Central Civil Service (Conduct) Rules 3(1)(i)
/ L !
3 and (ii) (CCSF fer short).
,'/’;' j
\3ﬁ?§'S,N . Name of ths applicant Articles pf chargs framed N
- (1) (2) ¢ (3) B
(1) Shri R. Gangaraju I Unauthorisedly tock Bus Np. McN 616%7
‘ cn 12.8.1982 for IInd shift without
checking the conditien of the bus,
thasreby ceusing inconvenience tc the
staff ef ISSP,
I1 Carried 15 unauthorised passeng-rs by
- the above bus on 12.8,1582,

111 Stopped the bus at an unscheduled place
on 12.8.1982,0n the return jeurney,
causing incenvenience te the staff of
RSSE

v/
'y
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(1) (2) (3 .

(2) Shri KeMahadeswera 1 Absented himself frombuty, as a
driver on 3.9,1982, without prier
intimaticon and sanction.

11 0id not report himself for duty on
5.,9,1683 as driver,

111 Abcented himsalf from duty on
7.9.19837uithout permissicn,

IV Refused to takse duty slips for
extra trips to be performed by
fus on 4.8,1983 and 24.£,1963
and disobeysd orders,

V Cerried 7 unauthcrissd pe=srscns on
3.10J0983 by Bus No, MEE €364,

(3) Shri Asuithanarzyane I Cerried unauthorised pszreonn=l &R
on 8,8,1983 by Bus N, CAA 18C1
11 Took the abovz bus on 8,8,1883 on

an unapproved route.

111 Carrisd unzuthorised psrscnnel by
bus,on 25.7.1583 despite earlier
warning.

Gl The scliant details of the result cf the departmentel enquiry
ageinst sach of thes three applicente and of the penalty imposed by the

Oh and the AR are tzbulsted as und-r, to facilitate raference at a glance:

€1, Name of applicent Articles of Penalty impcsed by the

No o chazrge proved DA AR

(i) Shri R.Gangareaju I1 and I1I* Renoved from Compulsorily re- -
s=rvice with tired by the

immediatz =ffect Dire=cter ISK(
by the Cantrcllesr Satellite Centre
of ISRC Satellite (Second Respcndent)
C:ntre (Third HoE ot od ol il

\ Frepondent, Order Crder dated 12.4,84
dated 3,12,1983)

(ii) Shri K. Mahadesware Y -d o= —-dp=
Crder dt.1.,12.83 weeef. 1417.19E3
Order dt,.lS.4.84

(iii)Shri Aswathanzrayana 1 and III —do- —do-
Order dt.21.11.8% w.=.f. 21.,11.1963
ORdenNdtiCT4 084,

Te Acgrieved by ths decisions of the AR and DA, the applicants filsd
writ petiticne in th= High Cecurt of Judicaturs, Karnataka, which are
now trensferred tc us and ere the subject matter ¢f the applications >

before use
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Be We have heard carefully ths rival contenticns and examined

the metcrial pleced before us,

9. The learned councel for the applicants, Shri Siddsraju,
ccntends, that the ord:re passsd by the DA &and the AR are withcut
application of mind and are ccntrary to facte, circumstances and
law and are therefore viclative cof Articles 30% and 311 of the
Constitution; that ths impuconed ordere are illegal, as the
authority who initiated the dieciplinary prDC{edinés and imposed
tha penalty of remcvel from service, was subcrdincte to the AA;
that the charges framed cannct be deemed as misconduct under the
rules; thet the Inguiry O7ficer (IC) was hichly biaszd in favour
of the management and was thus unfavourable o the applicants;
that the 10, DA and AA have micconstru=d the explanztion cf the
applicants,as having accepted th- charges and arrived &t an erronsous
conclusioni that the punishment imposed is ef the nature of victi-
misation, on account of the applicants havin taken a lsaiinc rols
in ths feormation of asscciaticn of driv-re @nd not coop=rated in
ths implementation?f the new "split systen'", and that the impugned
orders are Qi_#ﬂ;ég and discriminatory,as cth=r drivere hsve been

lat off with a mere warning fer similar cherges.,

1%, Shri Siddaraju toeck us threuch the fellowing catens of Supreme

v/géurt decisiens, t- substantiate the case of th= applicants, H=

ey & firet relied on the rulinc in 1679 SCC (L&S) CHIEF JUSTICI CF ANDHRA

PIADESH Ve LeVeAs DIXITULU AND CTHERSvin rsgard tc interprctation

of Articlg#ZS of the Constitution, in the ceontext, that the Supreme
Court had hcld.in this cese, that thz pousr tc promote en cfficial,
did nct necessarily imply deligation of pouwsr to appocint him. The
contenticn of Shri Siddaraju is, that Shri R, Gancareaju wes first
appoint=d as LVD in ISSF on 1.13.1573, bv the Preject Oirector, ISSF,

ISRC Centre and was later prcmoted as HUD on 14.7.,1982 by the



which referred tc the
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Contreller ISRO Satellite Centre je.,
according to
Dirzctor, ISSP, ISRC.

dated 14.,7.15€0,in regard t. the appo!

Wz havsz carefully perucse

‘

the third respondent, whc

Shri Siddarzju, was lowsr in rank then the Project

d the Office Lrder

ntmznt of Shri Gzngeraju as

HVJVuhich reads as under:
"020/1(005)/€0 July 14, 1582
QFFICE ORDER

Cn the recommendeticn of the Szlecticn Committes which mzt on
J.ly S, 1¢€3, Shri f, Ganceraju, Light Vehicls Oriver, I3AC, is
appointed as H-avy Vehicl:s DOriv:r en & bassic pey of F.:CQ/— In St he
grede of 7 .320-6-326~¢ »»?7—13-430/— plus allowencss ac admissible
from time te tims.
2o He will be on prcbation for & pericd of on: ysar from th- date

0

f hie eppcintment,
discreticn of th. compztent suthcrity.
if the sesrvices of Shri R. Gang
reverted back as Licht Vehicle Oriv r.

which mey be

extend:zd

raju is

or curteilsg at the
during the prekatica prriod,
net satisfectory, he will be

3. He will continuz to be govarned by the terms and CFnditions
of s=rvice under the rel-vant rulec an? ord re of IL°C, as emendecd
from tima te time,

s The appointmant is effactive frem the date

the dutiss cf the pest of Hzavy

Se If these conditicns
to the A-ministrative
from the dsate

1, This crder cn ite

qf Shri Gangar.ju wes in th. nzture
éﬁ% not &
lay emphesis cn thr concluding
ccntincsncy of S
as'LUJ, in cese his s=

wera not satisfactory.

that the appointment of Shri Gancarzju

way of promotion and not as fresh appointm-nt.

Vehicls=
are acceptabl , Shri Gan
Cfficer—-11, ISAC
of receirt of this crder

promcticn frem the pest of LVO.

line in pzre 2,

cf hi
Drivsr at ISH
geraju ney report
\
4

s *Bangalorc within 13 day

Sd/=
{(P.G.Puranik
Centrcller”

of the abovx (rder,
hri Gangareju ravertine back

hie prcbeticnary pericd

{n this pre=miss, Shri Siddareju cent=nded,

tc the post of HVD, was by

Extending hie line
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. of argument further, Shri Siddaraju submitted, that the Project
Director, 1SSP, ISRC, whoe had actually appointed him first to the
originel post of LVD, on 1.10,1973, was the lawful appointing authcority
and not the third respondent, who had m=rely proroted him from the
post of LUD teo HVD on 14,7.,1980 and who wee inferior in rank to the
former. Ffurthermore, according to him, the third respondent, whc
had imposed the punishment of remcval ffom service on Shri Gancaraju,
on 3.12.1973, hed act=d beyond hie compstence, ¢s he was not truly

the appeintinc eutherity.

12. Shri Sidderaju soucht tc buttrsse his abeou=z contention, by rely-
inc on ths decieicn in 1680 SCC(L&S) 1 (167¢) 4 SCC 28% — KRISHRNA KUMAR
V. DIVISIUNAL ASSISTANT ELECTRICAL ENGINEER AN OTHERS — wherein it

weas ruled, thet as the apﬁellant was removed from service, by an
autherity subordinete in rank tc the appointirg authority, this

action was viclctive of Article 311(1) of the Constitution and that
subsequent delegation of powsr tc a subordinate authority, te make
appocintment tc the post in guestion, would not confzr on him power

to remcve from service, a person appointecd tefore such delecation cf

/“\R, pOW=T,

A\
SlZ. Shri Siddareju elsc endsavoured tc fortify his pcint further, by

& tekine recourse to the rulinc of the Hich Court cof Karnataka in AIR
@t,’f

~73ulbu~h/ = ] , i |
‘\szzik" 1668 MYSELE 4 (\Us6 C 9) in MYSCFEE SRTC V KHAJA FMUHIDDIN, that & civil

servant shculd not be deprived of thez veluable constituticnal

cusrantes civen tc him, under Article 311 (1) of the Constituticn,

for nc fault of his, merely because, the authority which appointed

him, had ceased tc exist and thet the meaninc of that Article was,

that if there wac no officer of egual rank tc ths appointing authority_
then, the order would have to be passed by an officer of supericr rank
and that in no circumstances, can such an crder be passsd by &n

officer of lesser rank,
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14, Us shall first deal with the contention of Shri Siddaraju

that the third respcndent i.ze the Controller ISRU Satellits Crontre.,
was not competent tc impose the psnalty of removal from s"rvica; on
all the three applicants, under the FRules, as he was not the
appointing authority. According te him, &ll these applicants were
initially appointed as drivers by ths Procjs=ct Oiractor, I55P, ISRL,
who was the prop~r eprecintinc authority end was, ther=fore, ccmpetent
to impose this penalty. In the case of Shri Gangaraju he 1555/55
that bz was first appointed as LVD cn 1,170,173 by the Froject N
Director, ISSP, ISRC and that his naxt appointmz=nt to the post of
HVD on 14,7.198), whan the oroznisation becam= a Department of the
Government of Indis, wes not by way of direct recruitment tec this
post, but by way of prosotien. uWe heve chs:rved =srlicr, in pare 10
supra, that a plein reading of the Office (rder datad 14,7,1980,
signed by the third respondent, (& ccpy of which hes besn reproduced
in that para) revseles, that the appcintment of Shri Gangaraju wes in
the maturz of 2 fresh appointment as HUD anZ not a prometicen from

the post cf LUD, as contanded by Shri Siddareju.

15, Shri M,S. Padmarajaieh, thz learned ccunsel fer the respondents
submitted, that Shri Gznceraju, th= applicent, was appcinted as HVD
by opzsn selsction, acainst a post that was adv=rtised, &nd therefcre,
the contentien of Shri Siddareju, thet the applicant was msr=ly
Qpromotﬂfﬁyas HUD,ie nct berne by fecte. 4 ere inclin=d tc egre:
with Shri Padmsrajaizh, for tha reascns aforsmenticned,

'
§
§
1

164 Shri Padnarajeiah furthor averred, that the posts of Project
Jéfbiractor, ISSP, ISRC and Controllsr ISRG Satellite Centrs, are of
the same grade and rank and that consequent to the ISRL having bre=n
converted intoc a Governm=nt body, with effect from l.4.75, the
duties of thas:s twc posts were clearly demarceted, in that the
Project Director, I1SSP, ISKL, was sxclusivsly in charce of the .
scisntific aspect of ISSP, while the Controll:r was sclely in charge

of administrstien. Accordinc to him,the Controlle: was not sub-

ordinate to the Project Director.
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It is strange, that while the question of compstence of the

DA, in imposing the penalty of removal from service is now besing

raised belatedly, before this B:nch, none of the threes applicants

bestirred themselves in the matter,in time, before the concerned

authorities, including the AA, but remainad complacent throuchout

and thereby acquiesced in the competence of the DA tc impose the

penalty, The lecasl position in this regard has been well set out

by Se

Ae. de Smith, in hic "Judicial Feview of Administrative Action",

At page 314 he pobserves as follows:

M)

"A decision mades without jurisdiction is void, and it cennot
be validated by tte express or implied consent of a party
to the proceedincc, It does not @lways follow, however,
that & party adversely affected by a void decision will be
able to have it €t aside, As we haves seen, certiorari and
prohibitien &rs, in ceneral, discreticnary remesdies, and
‘the conduct of the applicant may have bean such as to dis-
entitle him to @ remedy. Whether the tribunal lacked juris-
diction is cne question; whether the court, having regard
to the applicant's conduct, ought in its discretion to set
aside the proceedings is another., The confused state of
the present law is due larcgely to a feilure to recognise
that thes= are two separate questicns."

1t follows therefrom, that a pz=rson, who thouch aware of a

lacuna in or lack of jurisdiction, does not raise any objection

ocn that ground at the approprizte time, but acquiesczs, ostensibly

taking ths chance cf ¢ decision in his favour, will bs disentitled

i e
s }tO a

writ of certiorari., At pace 315 of his ebove book, de Smith

further cbeerves on this point, as under:.

4 ;. sty
r i B
£, ‘7
\ z ,

1S5,

"The right to certicrari or prohibition may b=z lost by
acquiescence or implied waiver., Acquiescance means
participation in proceedings without takinc objecticn
te the jurisdicticn of the tribunal once the facts giving
ground for raising the objaction are fully known. It may
take the form cf failing to object to the statutory que-
lification of z member of the tribunal, or appealing to a
higher tribunzl, acainst ths decision of the tribunal of
first instance without raising the guestion of jurisdiction,"

In this connection it is alspo pertinent to cite what a

Division Bench of thz High Court of Judicature, Karnataka, cbs=rved

in #

Civil Petition Ac.400 of 1961, through Kalacate J. The

“

following is the obszrvation which is relevant to the case before us:
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"Can a party who saeks to challenc= the jurisdiction of
the Tribunal tc which he has submitted himself be per—
mitted to raise the question of jurisdiction when he
invokes our powzr in & writ petition under Article 226
or 227 of the Constitution? The powsr the High Court
is acked to exsrcise is a discreticnary one, and when
the party whe has not challengesd the jurisdiction of
a Tribunal but submitted to it and took the chanc: of
a decision in his favour, later turns round when the
decision goes acainst him and challences th- jurisdic-
tion cf tha very Tribunel, the High Court will not
exzrcise ite diccrecticnary power in fevour of such a
party. By r=fusing to exsrcise its discretionsry power
under Article 226 or 227 of the Constitution, it is plein
that the High Court is not holdinc that the petition:zr
by not challenging the jurisdiction cof thz Tribunal
confers jurisdicticn upon it if thst Tribunel hee, in
fact, nc jurisdiction, but simply tells him tha: he by
hie own conduct is precluded from invoking its ciscre-
tionery powers under ths writ jurisdiction, no riatter
whether the procsedince which hz seseks to quash :re
without jurisdicticn. If they are without juri:zdiction,
it is true that nc conduct of th: party will macz them
with juriedicticn. But such consideraticns do 1ot affect
thz primciple on which the Court acte inm spolahestie) @it
refusing te orant th: writ of certiorari.”

This dicte was approved by & Division Bench in C.R. GogHa v, MefeheTe

1964(1) Mye L.J. 318, Cn thes. principlee that squarely tovemthe

qu-stion, we rejsct the bzlated cont:nticn of the councel feor the

applicants, that the third respendent wes not compets=nt to impose
P

the penelty of removel from scrvice onm the applicante and that the

disciplinery proceedincs were vitiatzc< cn this account.

20, The other ccnt=nticn of Sh;i Siddarzju, that the IC, DA and the
AR, @ld misconstrued the explenzticn of the applicants, as hevine
aécapted the charcgse and arrived at an erronsous conclusion, ic not
bornz by facts aséégen frem the fellowing. In th= course of their
e*aminatinn it is sz2n, that ell the thres applicents admitted the
cherges framed ageinst them. £Even thzn, out of ths thrza charges
eech framsd against S/Shri Gangaraju and Aswathanarayana and five
chaross against Shri Mahadscsware, cnly two charges and one charcs

each respesctively, were hz1ld sc< cenclusively preoved, by tha D~ and

the AAR-vide tabular stztement in para 6 suUpra.

i
N
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21, Scrutiny cf the past service record of the applicants reveels,
that all the three of them had come for adverse notice for similar
misdemeancur end were purished. Shri Ganparaju was warned on
3.1,1981, and Shri Mahadeswara censured on 27.3.1¢79, for cerrying
unauthcrised pasceng:rs and reduced on 8,1.1¢81, by twc stages in
his tims-sceale of pay, for misconduct. Shri Aswathanerayane tco,
was warncd on 26.,7.1978 and 6,3.,107¢ earlier, for carrying unautho—l
rised psssangers. It ie epparent ther:frem, that despite this
punishment thzy had not mede amends but wrre invcterate in their

misconduct.

22, Notwithstaniinc the ebecve facte end circumstancee, ths A4 toox
a compassionate view and minimised thes punishment imposed by the OA
to that of compulsory retiremasnt, with effect from the date of the

original ordzr, thus restoring p=snsionary bznefits to the applicants.

23, The contenticn of Shri Siddarsju, that ths punishment smacks

of victimisation falls tc the cround in the licht of the forecoing.

24, His other contention, that ths charces framed dc not constitute

@Y

misconduct under the CCSf, also does not hcld water, as among othsr

(s)]

thincs, the conduct cf ths applicente in carrying unauthorised

(@]
=4

passengers in the busess, bclonging to the IDSE, gzrly bewrays

lack of integrity and devcticon to duty on their part_sc ss tc
attract the provisicnscf Rule 3(1)(i) and (ii) of the CCER, specially

when the misconduct had recusrad, despite punicshment in the

immediate past.

25, The allegaticn of bias agsinst the I0 is clearly an after-
thoucht, as at no time, was this urged by the applicants before
the competent authority eerli?er, sesking for change cf the IC,

Tha contention of Shri Siddaraju in this bszhalf, is therefore,

make-bclieve and is rejscted. The plea of Shri Siddaraju, that
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that other drivers hav: bren lightly dealt with,forbsimilar
misdemsanour, as compared to the applicants and that this ic
di:‘vcriminé::ry ic not tenable, &s the facts and circumstances
relating tc each case ere different and even in the case of
the applicante, they were leniently deelt with earlier, as

Erought out in the ferasgoing and had tc be meted deterrent

punishmznt in the instant cess for incorrigible misconduct.,

260 Ac all the ccntenticne of the councel for the applicants
feil, these applications are liable tc b= diemicsed, de

' N ; M
therefor:, dismise the same accordinoly, but with no order

as to cocsts,
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The.Additional Registrar,
§upreme Court of India,

To

Regicstra oy el
pe Regl trar, o «{a_( .M\\\\MC&GJ\" o

(ont

‘ . A\ L}\ \\_C
T bhusd , @augal o (Bee 2
PETITION FOR SPECTAL LEAVE TO APPEAL(CIVIL)NO &y [195]

o iz

(PétitiAn urd.r Article 136 of the Constitution of India for
Special Leave ‘o Appeal to the Supreme Court from the Judgment aqd‘
order dabed the A ANR-86 of the High-Geussof DIVISICY
aevwe| o e _Gutyak ATl T bunal @‘“ﬁ‘if 0
= W T
) ety AR ENT S
\\- \V\‘L\\Q»AQSQU'\F\((\ , "..Petitioner i
: i

e

\L()\‘\“"V\A ‘V‘% gv\O«UG\ Q\ o - . .Respondentd

\
)

I am to inform you that fhe petition above-mentioned for
Special Léaye to App=al t» this court was filed on behalf of the.
Petitioner above-nameC from the Judgment and Order of the High Courw

noted above'aﬁd that the same was dismissed by this Court on the

&?)'Maay or  Manth, 1987 |

Yours ,faithfully,

QAN

ASSI STANT REGISTRAR

tri/iv-hi/-3-3-1987/




