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R «C4Garg s Applicant

Versus
1. Union of India through the General
Manager, Western Railway, Churchgate
Bombay «

2. The pivisional Railway Manager,
Western Raillway, Jaipur.

s Rzspondesnt s

MC.P.D.Fhanna, counsel Eor the applisant

: Mr.Manish Bhandzari, Counsel for the respondents
CORAM3
Lo - o -

HOR'GLE SHRI OWLF.SHARM:, MEMBZE (&DMINISTRATIVE)
BLE SHEI EBATTAIl FRAKASH, MEMBER (JJDICIAL)

C. O R D _E R

(FER HON'3LE SHYI RAFTAL PRAKASH.MEBER(JUDICI%&)

THE applicant 3hrl Ramesh Chand Garg has filed
this application unﬂer,Sechion 12 »f the administrative
Trivunal's Act, 1925 £o quash the order of removal
from service dated 15.,5.1991 and 27.11.1991 issu=d

respectively by the Divisional Railway Manager, Jaipur

) and the Chizf Commercizl Superinteadent (C23)3ombay

all comsequential berefits including back wages,

arrears, allovances stce with 18% interest thercupon.

2. Facts leading to this applization zre that

P

the apslicant was served with a charge-shest £o
major penalty lated 197.7.1988 (aAnnexuare A-5) issued
by the Divisional Comrercial Superintendent, Western

rRailway, Jaipur on the following Articles of
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Charge:

"Shri Ramesh Thand Garg, while working as Head
Booliing Clerk at Pdilwd Static'n, Kishangarh on
23.4.193% in the shift of 10 £o 12 hrs. had
comnitted sericus rnisconﬂu‘:t in that -

He g@emanded and acce cepted Es.71/=- (Seventy one)
from Shei 3adhu Bam of One II Clazs sleeper
Bzrth Ex.Kishangarh to Delhi by 2 Dn.Mail

of 30.1.19228 againast the jorney cum Fessrvation
charges of Es.55,/= only i.e. Rs.5/- edtra as

an illegal gratification.

Sthe famezh Chand gzrg, by his above ment ionsd
act exhibited lack of integrity, devotion of
duty and actzsl in 3 manner £ unbecoming of 3
Failway servant and thersby violated Rule 3-1(1i),
(i) &(iii) of railway oc.avic»:- (Coniuct )rulzs,
1966 "
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abmitted a veply to the charge-sheet

on 21.7.1935 (Annevare 4-10) and Adzzired inspection

ovd T

Of certain docaments L&zﬁi{f\j"’kﬁ ohzain copizs of

8ll earlizr statements rscorded in his cases at all
the stages. He was allowed to inspect the docurents
listed in Annexure A~3 to the chargez-shest and was
not allowel £0 see the other docurents Jdesired by
him in his reply. Init ially, Ehri rJi.L;Slmarma w33
appointed as enguiry cffilzer by the respondents vide
annexiare A=-13. The spplicant after inspecticn of the

led .

[)l
|

Azaments a5 st Annsvure A=3 Fave a2 Jdets
representzt ion on 25.3.1982 (Ancexure 34-12) denying

the charges and zeeliiny change of the enguiry officer

[}

ag thz enquiry officer btelongs Lo the vigilence

OUrganisation, He reitarsted hisg demzred £0r changs

¢f the enquicy -:»ffi vije his commuanication Jdated
23.12.19685 (Al’mez are &=13) and ultimately the snguiry

was entrusted to one Shri 5 .,3.,3harma, EI(V) Jaipur.

affizer, hz railsed ol
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regarding bizs but his objections weres Qver-looked
ard the engquiry officer complezted his enﬁuiry on
23.11.198%. Thercafter the zpplizant submitted‘his
written staterent o the engquiry officer on 27.11.1989
pointing thersin the illegali;ies comnitted by the
enguiry officer and insisted for personal hearing

to which nc hsed was :>zid by the enguiry officer or.
by the disciplinary authority. The enqairy officer

gave his report on 7.3.1990 (annexure A-18) a3 copy

of which was sent by Divigicnal Conwercial. Superintendent

Jaipur vide letter dated 2.5.1%%0 (annsrure A=-21)
asking him to make hiz reprzsentation within 10 days
of its receipt. The spplicant thereafter made his
representat ion to the_Divisional Cornercial Superine
tendent, Jaipur on 7.6.199%0(4nnexure a=24) pointing
out the illegalities and irregularities cormmitted by
the enquiry officer. It is the case of the applicant
that the Divisional Comrercial Superintendent, Western
Railuyay Jaipur applied his mind judiciocusly and dropped
the charges levzlled agzinst the applicant in the
charge-cheet Adated 13 .7.1268 vide his corder dated
21,8.19%0 (Annecure A-6) and no penslty was imposed

on the applicant. It is the grievance of the applicant
that after excnersticn of the applicant ©f the charges
levelled against him by the Divigional Commercial
Superintendent, Jaipur, the Vigillence Organisation
felt offended and at the instance c¢f the Dividicnal
Railway Manager a show causenctice of intended

removal from service on 12.11.19%0(innexure A=7)
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was issu=d to hJ.m under the alleged Revisional
Powers under Rule 2% of the Railway Servants
(Discipline & Appsal) Rules, 1968 interalia on
the following grounds:
"(1) That it is not neces sary that any sarticular
Railway emiloyee mast re zpecifically named.
(2) That there is no necessity of any Public
complaint for a decay check, nor is there
any neceszity of olkainivg any application
from a Public man.
(3) 1t is not always necessary for the excess
monsy to get reflected invarisbly in the total
Fzilway cash, especizllv in czses of unscru-
pulous persons, as any shortage in booking
and made gool later on.

(+) 1o ~n= has dispuated that neither there was
any excess nur any shortage in cashe. Bat as

2

I have mentioned in para (c) above, it is
always not necessary.

I tend to agree with the finding of E..0. that
the charge of demanding anl accepting Re.5/- in -
excess is established .

The applicant submitted a reply to the show cause
notice issuz2d by the D,R.M; Jaipur on 28.11.1990
(Anﬁé:-iare A=25) contesting that the charges levelled
agai::Zhim are actusted by malice. The applicant
thereafter suabmnitted his further dcfence vide his
letter dated 17.12.1%90 challsnging the show cause
notice to which the b.R,M. Jaipur vide his letter
dated 27.12.1%90 inforned that his objection will
be 'dealt with at the time of final .diSposal of the
fepresentat ion. The applicant also submi ted further
de fence to the D,R.M, Jaipur vide his letter dated

16 .1.1991 in continuation of his earlier representations
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Rated 23.11.1%90 anl 17.12.1%90. Howerer, the D,LE.M.
W.Re Jaipur issued the notice of imgposition of renalty
(hers inafter referred to as 'NIP') dated 15.5.1991

of remwal from service of the zpplicant alongwith

'

wsvisionzry authority.

)]

the copy of the findiny »f the
The applicant the re;:¢fter submit t=3 zan Appeal o the
Chief cComnmercoizl S'«.r"erintc:nﬂ_ent. Western Railw ay,
Church-gate, Bombay on 12 .,5,1291 (Anriex ure h=3)

but his appezl was alss rejected by the Chief

Commercia 1 Superintzndz=nt, Western Railwazy, cChurche

Jate Bowbay vide order dated 27.11.1991 (annexure A-2)
bt the decision thei:ez:»f wag communicated to the
applicant only on 27.5.1992 i.e. after a lapse of
about 7 months. The apolicant aggf leved by the |
ordzr of the chie f Comrersial 3uperintendent, Bombay
Adated 27.11.1991 submitted a Revision Petition

urder Rale 25 of the Railws ta (Discipline

1]
1
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& appeal) Rules, 1968 to the Gensral Msnager,

()
('€'

Western Railway, Churchegat ombay on 15.7.19922

({y

about which he 413 nit receive zny response and
hence he hzs been coagpelled to file this original

application £5 ¢clzim the aforesaid relisfs. -

3. Tlﬂe resgondents hzave £iled a written reply
contest ing the applisztion o which the zprlicant

did not file any rejoinier. The staind of the

g-l

r

1]
]

pondents his heen that the disciplinary enquiry
was conducted propsrly anld the enguicry off icer
aporointed o condact th: enguiry belinged Lo

the Organisation set ug to conduct the dejaritrental

enjuirfzelhs resgpondznts have denised that the

€
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applizant hzas been prejud ized on sccount of the
appointmant of the enjuiry cff icer from their
enquiry wing and that there has been no illegality
or infirmity in the impugned orders passed by the
D;R;M. Jaipur and the Divisional Commercial
Superintendent which have keen challenged in

this Qa.

4. We heard the lsarned counsel for the applicant
as zlso for the respondents at grest length and have

carefully sxamined the record in gjreat detail.

5. Althouth lenjthy argum:nts have been allressed
on k2half of both the sides, yet the only point
for determination in this CA is whether the
instant case of the applicant is of the cateqory

of a case of no evidence?

f. It has bzen vehemsn:-ly argued 'y the learnsd
counsal £or the applicant that inspite >f oral und
Ancurzntary evidence recorded bifore the enguiry
offic=yr, the responients have failed tc establish
that ths applisant denanded and acceptel ks.71/«
from one Shri Sadha Ram for one II Class Sleeper
Barth at Kishangark to Delhi by 2ni Dn.Mail on
3N0.4.1988 against the journey-cum-reservation
charges of 3.65/=- only. It has been emphatically

arjgued by the learned counsel for the applicant

+that the respondents® own witnesses have admitted

00/7
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in their sts ”ewunts that at ths time of the raid

conducted by the responlents Vigilance Officers, there
was neither any excsss in the Railuay cash nor any loss
in it. The zrgurent Sf the lzarned counzel £or the

apD llc ant h2s bzen that 385 per the Fanchnama Part-I as

t AnnEvars 4=35

u\

15

at Annexure A«34 ard Fanchnama Part-I1

a

read with joint note Anniv e FP=14 prepzsred by the
respondents officers on the spot, it is made out

that the total. 2mount in Railway cash was £ound to be
E2.359%/= which incluled R3.%/« imprest amount. This
amount Of RS.35%/- £21lied with the Railwsy cash which
should have been available with the agplizant at the
tire of zlleged trap. It has also beenargued by the
leakned counzel for thes applicant that as per rules
and practice an amcuant of Rs.5/- as imprest amcunt

iz left et in the Cash Box of the Booking window

&

and had the applicant Jdemanded or had received or taken
R3,.5,/= from the gail Shri Sadhu Ram (Desoy) as alleged
by the respondentsz, ths totzl cash at the time of
counting Ly the Vigilance Party zho1ld have been R3.
364,/= ard nit R8.359,/~ which were actually found at
that momsnt ard whizh amount tz2lli=2d with the Railway
Cash wvhich should have heen 2vzilable at that moment
with the spplicant. Another argunrent <of the lzzrnsd
cocunzel £2r the aprlicant is that the zpplicant has
heen unneceszsarily and without any sabstance implicated
gilan>e Organisation when
in fact it is not borreout =ven by the 2Vidence: of
the respondents Vigilance Organisation as also by'the
Aocurente parkicularly the Panchnamasprepared on the

spot e Accordingly it has bzen argued by the learned

.e/8



counsel that the instant case is a case of no eviience
and as Such €his Tribunzl has jurizdiction and ha
comyesenée to =xamine the evilence oral as well zas
doourentzr§y recorded Ly the enquiry offiser which

aithoriey is or3inarily nct 3vailable to the Tribunal.

It has,there cre ken arged that not only the Enquiry

Officer but alz2o the Agpzllate a3 well as the Revisional

athority have committed a grave irfegularity and
illegality in upholding th: charges proved :gainst the

applicant wvhen on the basis »f evidenc: available

(Ir

o

before the Enguiry Offizer no case of Lrilfwy or for
that matter of accepting Rs.S/= from the decoy Shri

Sadha Ram was malde osut. It haza therefore heen stre%ﬁﬁﬁrv

1]

by the lesrned counsel £or the applicant that the
impugned ogders dated 15.5.19%91 and 27.11.1991 are
liable to be quashed.

7. Cn the contrary it has been contended by
the learrned counsel for the respondents thar firstly

this Tribunal has no jurisdiction to evaluate and

re-apprecizte the =videnceledl inlisciplinary
proczedings. Seconldly it has baen 3r;uel Ly the

responients that o0 arrive at z correct finding
thé whole of the evidence recorded in the

di sclpllnury croxedings hasz to e rezd and stray
applization of facts given by the wiknesses ard
relied upon by the applicant¢ cahnot e méde hasis
of coming to the concluzicon £hiat the instant case
is & case of no evidence. Furthsr argument of the

learned counz2l for ths respordents has t2en that

not only the apgellate authority bat also the

ee/9
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the settled law that it ‘.311 Jdepends upon the fat

Revisional zuthovity werse within theiv conpstence to
evaluate the dvidenze razcorded Juring the disciplinary
proceedings 2nd that thers hasz been no infirmity or

illegality in their conclusions to hcld the charges

levelle? against the applicant as proved. It has +there fore

bzen urgsd shat the imgpugned orders Jdated 15.5.1991

Ly and

‘.h

and 27.11.1951 49 not £tfer from a2ny 111~ra

infirmity and ag suach the gpplication dessrves

reject ion.

Se We have given anxicons thought +5 the
arguments riised by both the sides and the citations

relisd wpon By the lzarneld counsel f£or the aprliceant.

Do although it is settled law that the Tribunal

haz no jurizdiction £ evaluzte and appraziate &he

given Ty the disciplinary authorities yat it is also

O]

and zirouamstancez of ezch and #nlividuzl -2ase. If
after perusal of the record made available before the
Tribunal it bhecorrss apgarsent that even though on the

eccrded no Case is made out and still

basis of evidence r .
then the disciplin y authority comes to Lhﬂ conclasio

that the charges levelled zgainst the delingquent officer

are made out; it is a fii case where the Tribanal

would be well within its c&wcétance to lift the veil
and £ind out th: trath. Instant case arpdoabtzdly is
one ¢ ich exceptional cas: whers even though it is a

case of no evidence and the disciplinacy authority i.ee.

eee /10
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the Divisional ¢ ‘ﬂm;rﬁiul sugperintendent, Vestern
Railwyy Jalpur after evaluation of the report of the
enguiry Officer has come to.the conclusicon that the
applizant Shrl R,C2.G3rg has not been responsible for

+the chia

u\

cges and nok oanly the mensrandum but also the
charges e dropped against him vide his findings
communicated by the respondsnts with their leeter
dated 12.12.1590 (Annexure A-2); still ths appellace

anl the Pevisional zuthrity have taken into consideration

U

vtraneoas matzrisl to bold the applicant guilty of

the charges lavelled against him in the charge-sheet.

10. Cur aformezaid uJU“ldlen is born cut Lrom

the findlings given by the disciplinary aathority i.e.
Divisional Commercial Sugerintsndent, Worstern Railwvay,
Jaipur at page 50 and S0 of this QA - a copy ©If which
was sup:rlicd by the responients only after the applicant
aslel for it. The relevant ion of the 2onclasions
arrived at by thetiis:iplinary authority i.e. The

Divizional Commercizl Superintenient, wastern pailway,

Jaipur is reproiuced az underie

"public at =G is 1u¢te reaponsive to suach
action and acte iwmkﬂldrgl in case of zny irregularity
at the station, but the VlgllanP In E[&“t'e'hch

failed to produce zny suach complzints zlonjwith the
CASR . Tn» person sent f£or over hearing anl witness the

transaction was 3hri Kaishik, VI/3RC. The verbatim remnarks

or talk h2ld bhetwaen the dscoy and the booking clerk
#f1ave no: b2en rent loned, Imneliately after conducting a
check hhe chesking party as per the statensnt OF
imputation entered in the B8o0king OLffice for checking
the cash of Shri garg. Duringy the chesking, the grivate
~ash of zhrl garg wis found Rz.13 /= iInztead oFf Rs.15/-
which was dzolared by hiine The railway cash was found
£.359%9/« correctk az p=r “he.iaily trains Cash RBook,
bh is includ=d Bs .,,-/— .lmA wreat of the Bﬁ')(f}king Office .

‘- 0/11
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should h ve be rekl~nt=d in the rdlquy cash which
chonld haves been n~.441/L Instead o2f R3.359/«. The
imm:-dia.. cxplanation Jiven by Shri Jarg that he
rec:ivel Es .70’ from Shrl Sadharam and ashked for
1/ rupze exztra o that hs could retuwrn him
a 5/= rmpoed ndte, In visw of the rzilway cash found
correct a3 <r the account Lodks the explanation of Chri
Garg is easily zceertablsz. The B.0. has relied upon the
n—ﬁﬂxruhor~ted evidznce Of the checking party i.2.
Chri Faushik vI/ERZ and Shri saihnram H2(V) about the
recavery of 32 WMotes which were menticnzd in the
Panchnama Part I.

W o
1] [0}
Y 7

Q

It ‘iz & matter of fackt, when the GC Hotes,
whose mambars has bgen noted Jdown in Panchanama
Part I, were handed <vzr Py sShri Sadhuram the decay
to th: Booking Clerk, they wald certainly figure
in the recovery Memo. One anl all witnesses have
stated the numsers of the GO NWotes recovered. 235 such
the rzcovery has no evidenze value in this case. On
the other hand the witnes: Shril 3harvad Funar, CB3,TSG
in angwsr to question No.t of hiz statement has
stated that there was nddther oxoess nor shortage
in the rullwa; cash. Shri P.3.Rohatgi CVI/AII in his
statement in answer to Jasstiosn Mo.18 has very clezarly
stated that there was no shortage or exces s in the

railway cash. Shri P.P.Ghai, ASHK/IES who was cozlled to
witness the checking Sf cash in the BuuLlng foice, in
anzwer o question 110.3 has stated that no excess

amount wag detectsd in railway cashe.

In case 3hri Garg acczpted Rs.C/= extra there
coiald have bLien no better evidence than finding of
Rz .5/~ extra in the ral waw cash which was nat found.

W

In view of the above, I Ao nzt hold Shri
B .2.Garg responaible for the charges <nd as such
the memorandam may be cancellzd and charges dropged
Wot only the perusal of the findings given
by the Aisciglinary authority and gquoted atove, nt
also a gerusal of the Panchnama Fart-I(anns .aA-34) and
nchnama Part-II (Annexars A-35) read with the joint

red

i

§

nots (Annexure A=-37) anl verificaticn ndke ent
in the DTC Book on che spob dated 23.4.1932 (Annr JA-43)
male it sbundantly clear that insgite of the verification
me=de Yoy Shei a.S;Roh-tgi CRI Ajwer and Shri v.rp.Ka:ghik,

Vigilance Inzpechor 0 the & ffsct that the cash tatal

i
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F2e35%/=, 2 contrary view haz Leen talen by the
appzllate & revisionsl authority. 7hisz verification

that the charge of

mont

notss of the zame Jde

1 &Y

amount ing o

f

20000 orat

Panchnamz

responle
of £indi

iy

A-33 dated

i the Ar

coming Lo

LS04 W W

:‘

the

=

~
Rz .35 P4

Fart I and Panchnama Park

nta Vig

Wax bJFaionr dated 1%

nla ].JJ fre Qe

amaount

Fart I =nd

vy othe
recovery of
ruamies

%9 /e whioh ware

:3 .‘*.1: e LIl e

o shaw

= ident

ereed in coning ©o the

it.s
ouk that the

f ara inade

from Sadha Ram has bzen that in

Fznohnamz Part II, ths

nominat ion and number were £ound

time of 3pot checl o The

revisional suthority

the ourrency notes

and Found in the total cash

party. In other vornds,
Appellate 2nd £he Pevisional
acoeptaed an erkra amcunt o
ihs

and

. Yawo

e a part of 22,920, handed owver Ly
for the

e deczoy Sadha Ram for ashing/ b
e /13
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in jquestisn. Mot anly this, the Revisicnzl Authority

although found that the cash was found corrsct as pef

cash Baok as alduced in evidence bt held +hat ir does
maizerial fact of the case that the =mployse

applicant had demanded

the decoy as agazinst the correct duss of RsChH/m.

Legarding the stand taken by the employes l.e. the

the cemplovee in his
“f R3.352/= in2luding the

"The stand talen by
evilenze that the Rly. cash
imprest cazh 9f ReS.9,/- was founl correct which means
thst he did not have th: exces:s money nf Rs.5/- as
allegzd to have talen excess from the d=coy for
granting the reservation and that he hal zorrestly
returne? Ra.5,/~ o the desoy frow Rs.71,/- taken fl DT

him, is ntt cecceptalbls and ic an after thought €90
cover up the story and clear his position. The evidence
led Ly the deccy, the shalow witnezs and stheyrs =2s

corr«-u srazted with the docunmentary evilence of
Panzhnama Pnrt I & Part=-1I weighs in concluding that
the =ugloyes had demanded and zccerteld Rs.5/- evira
£ron the -.--:'_‘--1 for -»r—mtlnj the reservation anl J3id
not return Rs.5,/- back to the decoy ags contendad by the
employec . With £ he amcount of R3.71/= paid by the
decoy having heen found in ths ca._,h Froduced by

the p;mplc:yee, the probsbilicy of having Rs.5/- zhort,
egaivalant £o the imprest amount Rs.5/- in the cash
alresdy existing pricr to the check of cash by CVI,
conldl not be ruled ouk which resalted in cash

being found correct at the time of check hecziuse the

extraz amount of R3.5/= talen from the deciy had
wiped out the shortage ."

The above oba:rvations of the Revisicnal authority

exhibits that even though the Railway cash has bzen

found correct }Jy the Revisicnal Authority also, yet the

Revisional Authority on its own for some uniisclised

reasons, without there being any corrcborative svidence

v
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é%%—’:fierchgate; sorbay have committed

excess in the pailws

observed® the probability of having Re.5/« short,

salvalent o the imprest amount Rs.5/- in the cash

> £Yhe check of sash By ovi,

‘.:‘
l
o

alresdy e<istin ng o

coull not be rul A out whizh resal-ed in cash beirg

N4 o

A

1

1]

found correct at the time of chex¥ hecause the

armount 2Ff F3.5/~ talen from the Jecoy had wiped ouat the

shortage." It shows that the Revisional authority
insgpite 2f no evidence to this effect, on an extraneous
cohsider&tion);akcn the aforesaid view az to how the
shartage CfRG.5/= has been wiped cut vhich finling has
no basls whatsoever. This conclusion ard findinge of the
fevisional Authority jos$ contrary to the documents
preparel by the Vigilance Wing on the spct and the
entries verified in the -ash bDook on the spot where only
ES.358/~ have been fdund in casgh when -allied with the
w2ilway czsh whizh should have bsen the Railway cash
B
available &t the time 2f spot chedk. Mer=B rzcovery
of the ocurrency notes of same depomiraticn - and
descristion in the Railway cash at the time Of spot chack
vwhich admittedly were handed orer by the vigilance wing
before thé spot check to the dzecoy, would not mean that
the applicant Ai3 accept any extra ancunt oOf R3.5/-
fromm the Secoy Shri Sa'hu Ram more partioualarly and

- where
unqizst ionably/there was £ound neither any loss or

L*!

¥}
v
()
o
L]

11. in view of the azbove,we are of the considered
view that not only the Agpellate authority l.e. DJLR,M.

Wezstern Railway, Jaipur but alscs the Revisional aukthority

L'

i.e. fhizf Commercial Superintzndent, ifestern Rzailway,
a Jross errcr in

00/15



12, consequently for all the &
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&
the tln nf gpot cneck of the zpplicant which 20

our minaiﬁ pervarse f£inding. It i3 on azcount of this

perverse finding givan by the Appellote as

Fevisional zarhority ©f the resgondsnts,

K]
vy 37

L

conztrainsd us to lodk intc the

t?

-

this category of cases, Hon'ble the Supret

vell as the

which
& noe re:oriei in the

plinary proceedings by the resgpondents. %b;ingt xvud

e 2ourt has

recently 1all Jdown in the 2ase of Praasport Commissioner

T"IJ‘ as VS °

ey

e Rodha Krishna Marty,1985 (29)aTc C page 113

(115) as under:

"As pointed out Wy this 2ot repeastedly
even when th: maktter oomes to the Tribunal

after the impozition of punishmen

nt, it has

no jurisiiction to go ints thz truth of the
allegat ions/charges e:crpt in 2 case where
they are hased on no evidsnce, l.c. vhers

they are pervers a.ﬂ

aforszaid judgrert of Hon'blz the Susreme Court

applies with full foroe to the facts and cirscamstances

of the instant case.
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while answveringy the issue framed in thizs 0A in the

affirnatcive, we are of the -considered view

that the

impagned crlders az at nrnesure r-l dated 15.2.1921

and 27.11.19L1 (annexure A=2) remowing the

l

from zervice are not sastainable in the eye of law

and thesy are hereky qiashed and the findings given

by the disciplinary authority of having cs

nce 1 ¥

the Merorandum of charge =nd dAroiping of charge ‘

X

ond=nt s

é%t—/ffémunicst&d to the applicant by the respo
A

’
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vide rheir letter dated 12.12.1990 (snnevure £-9) _
the result of which was comminicated to the applicant
vide their l:tter dated 21.8.199C (Annexure A=-5) are
upheli. The respondents a2re directed to reinstate

the a2pplizant to his orijginal position and to aszign

0]

him hiz szeniority vis-a-vis his juniors and to pay
to the applicant =11 the back wagas, arrears,
allowances and o0 pay to him the zalary and allowances

in future as r:r his entitlerents and rules in force.

13. The criginal applicatisn iz disposed of

as aforeszail with no ordsr as to the costs.

(FATTAN FRAILSH) ( OLF 81 :w\—) )

MEMBER (J) MEMEER {A)



