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CORAM 

IN THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL 
JAIPUR BENCH 

Jaipur, this the rz 1
l'day of November, 2010 

ORIGINAL APPLICATION NO. 225/2006 

HON'BLE MR. M.L. CHAUHAN, JUDICIAL MEMBER 
HON'BLE MR. ANIL KUMAR, ADMINISTRATIVE MEMBER 

R.K. Meena son of Shri Ram Lal Meena, aged about 40 years, resident 
of Sector No. 2, Vidhyadhar Nagar, :)aipur· (Rajasthan) . 

I ' 
........... Applicant 

-~ (By Advocate: Mr. Bhanwar -Bagri) . 

~-· 

VERSUS 

1. Union of India through the Secretary, Department of Science & 
Technology, Technology Bhawan, New Mehrauli Road, New Delhi. 

2. Surveyor General of India, Survey of India, Surveyor General 
Office, Post Box No. 37, Deha~adoon (Utttranchal). 

3. Additional Surveyor General, Rajasthan GEO Spatial Data Centre 
· Great ARC Bhawan-1, Sector-10, Vidyadhar Nagar, Jaipur . 

.............. Respondents 

(By Advocate: Mr. Mukesh Agarwal) 

ORDER 

The applicaht has filed this oA thereby praying for the following 

reliefs:-

"(i) by appropriate order: or direction, the entire 
relevant rec_ord of the non.:...applicants, pertaining· 
to the case, may be summoned. · 

( ii) by an appropriate , order or direction, the 
impugned 9rder dated 16.5.2005 may ckindly 'be 

. quashed and set aside and respondents may be 
directed to reinstate the applicant in service 
with continuity of S~rvice. 

(iii)I~sue and appropriat~ order or directibn by which 
respondents may be directed to pay all the 
consequential benefi.t.s to the applicant. 

( i v) Any other order /ditection or relief may · be 
·granted. in favour of the applicant~. which may be 
deemed ~ ust and proper ln the facts and 
circumst~nces of this case . 
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(v)· ·cost of the-.· OrigiOa1 Application may also 
· - · awarde·d_ in faV.Our 6~- the· humble app)-ica_nt. 

' . 1.: . 

·. : . ii 
' 

. E . -

-Briefly stated, facts_ of the :;case are that the appl!cant while 
·. F . . 

working ori the post· of Superi~tendlng ··of Surveyor was. issued 

memotand.um dated 17_.oi.2_oor ~mder_ Rule. 14 of the ccs (CCA) -
;; 
I· 

Rules; 1965- thereby leveling alle:gations/charges against him that 
. - - . r- . . • 

whiie working in th~ aforesaid capa:~ity,- he was post~d in No. 29 Party 
- - /' :. 

· -.·(NEC) Survey of India, S_hiliong a~d hold_ing the charg·e of the unit· 
. - II - . • . 

. \1 

during the field season 1996-97 dh· current duty basis. It is fur:ther 
r~ · · . -. ._; . : . . · ... 1; '. . . - . · · · . _ 

alle~e_~ that during his tenure as qc of No." 29 Party, a survey camp. 
~ ~ . ' ~~ - . 

was sent· to Arunachal Pradesh .under the Camp Qfficer, Shri ·U.N. 
!· . 
'· 

Mishra, then -Deputy Superrntending ·surveyor of·No. 12 Party (NEC), 
• - !< .. 

.. - . !: . 
·shillong on attachment in No. 291!Pa.rty (N_EC). All· the fi.eld hahds 

,, ,, 
- . . l . -

-posted· in -the Camp including the tanip officer preferred contingent . - . . - - - . ,, 
it -

· bifls Incurring .reckl.ess · ~xpenditur~ and presented vouchers/muster 
,· ' - . 1!. . : 

rolls a'nd other ·records in excess of.the· amount actually incurred by 
. • • - I, . 

!r .• 

· . them particularly on wages of poriers, shifting of camps. etc .. in the 
- -- . • H - . - . 

. - . . . . ~ - i[ . 
contingent bills. It is· further allege9 that the e~pplicant being the. OC 

• . 1: . 

· Unit passed :the bills without p~6per verification/scrutiny though 
. . . . : . . ' . . -.'il.. . . - - . . . . . . . 

expenditu_re· claimed by the field hands was mu~h higher than actually 
- il 

i! 
incurred by them.. ;:-

~I . 
d' 
•I 

. ji 

3. The· second charge against th~- applicant was that he in-structed 
. - !I . -

his. Camp Offfcer and -~ssistant c~'1mp Officer to show 4 additional 
. . -' ' -,, 

~: 1 

fictitious porters:. in Muster Roll .!:in 8 . squads of verifiers from 
.,• 

• • ' : I• •• • • • 

16.01.199? to. 28.02-.:1997 for his -pewsonaf.gain by fraud. On the denial . . . . . l: -

of· the -Char!;JeS by the applicant, a· departmental · inquiry. was 
) _--~, 

. ,_ 
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conducted; ·On cqnclusion, the Inquiry Officer submitted _his report. 
'I . - - -

- -' '1.. ' 
dated 19.06.2003 (Annexure A/4) whereby charges· against the 

_.. . . . - . - - .i - -
;r 

!l - -
_applicant were held to .be proved. \!The copy of_ the inquiry report_was 

. . . ),, - . -
• ol -. r 

· furnished to the applicant, who ~ubniitted his representation there 
.· ' ·: . - - _· !: ' - - -- _--' - ' -
. against. Keeping in view·the 9ravity of th·e charges proved against the 

- ' '·!: '- ' 
applicant, the ·Disciplinary· Authority _provisionally recommended for 

' ' - - - -- - 'Ji ' ' 
" ' 

. . - . - -1· ~ - . . . 
imposition of penalty on the applicc;tnt and forwarded the _case rec.ards 
- - jl - -

- . ' :! - -
to the Commission for advice. The !iCommission noted that the ta$k' of ,. 

I!' ., 

-verification of blue_ prints of the l~nd. survey. within Lbhit District of 
- . . . \1 . - .;. _, .· 

. !( 

~ Arunachal Pradesh was entrusted td Unit No. 29 Party of the Survey of 
~ ' -

- . .I ,. 

· · _India· by :North_ ~Eastern Circle (NEf)_. ·_Th~_verification was conducted __ 
~ - -

·during the field .. season of_ 1996-97 _under the sLipervi$_ion of -the 
- ~ ., -

-- ' !; -
-applicant ·in his- capacity as Office~ in Charge- of NO.- 29 Party.· Th-e 

-- - :1 - -
rl· 

- ' I< 

- Commis_s\on further_ noticed that :Ia -survey_ camp_ was. set up at 
:'i - - -

-Hayuliang with Shri U.N. Mishra, Dy. SLJperintending Surveyor, as-the 
. - - ·: . - : - . - -

Camp Officer (S\1\.!-IJ,- Shri S.K. ·s~n\i .Surveyor, as the Assistant ·camp 
j! 
j ' • 

Officer -(SW-2} and they were supported by verifiers and Group- 'D.'-
• I H 

:· 

\) · Staff: The- Commission further . n:oticed 'that for the purpose- of -
. - li 

- j: 

transportation of field equipmen-ts etc., the' Director of NEC sanctioned 
- - :< . 

;, ,. 

deployment of 4Q porters whereas t~e ·applicant had passed contingent ' 
- ' -_ ;: .. 

bills without· proper scrutiny in ex_ce$s of the amount actually incurred 
- -- 11 -

on wages o{ porter etc. ~n the bas's ·af these faCts, th_e Commissjon 
- - - - . - -!! - - -

- - -- I' - -

come to the c6nclusfon that. while p~_:ssing the bills, th~ applican~ could 
-• ;I 

q -

not point out ~ow he passed the qills of 73 porters as against the 
. ·' 

' . q . 
• . - .. - .j· - • • 

·sanct1on for -40 porters. It was- furth:~r conch.:~ded that the mstruct1ons 
II 

- -

of the Survey of India prescribed the personal responsibility of the 
. - ~ 

i' . . 
· officer_ in-charge· to -ensure that -nO'~- expenditure is incurred without-

ti- _ ... -

proper- sanction and specific budg~t provisi~n and defense of the--
,I' 

li' 
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. applicant that· he could not obtained 
. -ll 

ex.-posto facto sanction for 
'i. 

deploymentof additional porters d~ring the.period 'from 16.01.1997 to 
.. 

28.02.1997 as he was bu~y with fi~ld operations was rejec:ted. 
c I . 
. ~~ 

li. 
~ . . ,, 

·.A. The Commission further obs~,rve.d .that out of ~f 5 contingent 
. ', :; . "'""--' ~,. . . . 

bills,· contingent Bill No. 371/FVdi dated 05.02.1997 f~r payme~t of· 
'l . . . 

. ' . . ' . . . !: . ·. . . . '. . 
con~eyance charges of contingent:1 employees and contingent Bill .No. 

I• ,. 

11/FVC dated 04.04.199i for p~y-ment of arrears. of co_nveyance 
. ,'! 

·' 
1 

charges/wages were. passed withqut any query or objections. The 
' . ;i 

" ' .lt. 

}-J ... _Commission further concluded that con:tingent bills (Exb. 5-I to S-5) 
:_ " - - _' . . . !l . . . . . . . - . 

indicated the_ conyeyartce charge~· of .80 ~orters· for the month of · 
- I' •-

!t 

- Janwary, 1997 arid' wages of 73 P,orters for the month of February, 
' ' - !:· . . ._ . . . - . . - . 

1997- were drav·m· by the ,applicant. The Commission· furth·e·r ,placed 
' . - . '1· - . 

. r: --- - . . . 

reliance on the -~tatements of .Shri:i U.N. Mishra (SW-1) and .Shri S.K. . . . . . ! ! ~ . . . . . . 

Sen . (SW.:.2) during the prelimina~y inquiry that extra Porters· were 
. ' . . . - !' .• · ' ·. . ' ·. ' . -

· included in the m~ster roll at ~.he .. · behest of the applicant. The 
. . - I! ._ - - --

' ~ . 

·:Commission has also. giv~n reasons: as to why the testimony of these 
. v~~~ .:1 ·.- .. :- . 

~ two witn·essesLR:cWe hostil_eduring P,ain inquiry proceedings could not 
j. 

:1 ~ 

b.e accepted. . · --

" . 5: Regarding Charge No. 2, the commission observed that the 
lj 

. ,· . i: 
applicant had himself admitted thal:t additional porters were engaged 

.. :I 
1.-

during the ·period fr:om 16.0L199Z: to 28.02.1997 and :he ·wanted to 
- ~- -~ • . . - • : • - _.. • • • • (\' • • . '. <. -- • ' • • . ....,__ 

~-take ~x-pos facto sanction - but cou
1
i·d. not do so owing to -be busy with_ 
!; 

. . . . I_; . . . 

multifarious ·activities of · field operations. The Commissio_n _also 
ii 

. . . ~ . . . 

observed that wages and conveyai}ce charges for Porters are far rn 
. ' . \ ~ -- . 

'· , I' -. . 

excess ·of the· san:ctioned strenQ:th an~ · in view -of the extant 
t; 
~ . 

instruction~. of the _survey of India; ~~was the personal .r~sponsibility of 
-~ . . ' -:: . 

. ; .J,- __.,• 

.. 
l,!; 
I. 

i: 
I 
I 

t: 
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the applicant to ·ensure t-hat no exhenditure is -incurred without propet 
• - 1.· . . -

. . -. . ~ -.f· - . . . - -

sa,nction and ·specific budget provision. Thus 'it was incumbent 'On the 
. . . . . . . . i! .. . . . ., ._· ·.• . -

.··applicant to ~btain_ prior sanctioh of ~he . corrypet~nt authority ·for 
;;-: 

· d~ployment of additional Porters. ij Thus, the·. charge wa~ held to be 
1: 

proved by ttie -Commission on the basis or". own admis~iori of the _ 
' '!:. . . 

- ~pplicant ~oupled with: statements brsw-I and SW-2. The Disciplinary 
. . ' . . . . ' !: . . . . ' 

.Authority after taking the advice of the UPSC imposed the penalty of· 
;j-

reduction of the pay in· the time sdale by three stages for a period of 
' . - ;: . . . . 

. Jl, . 

three· ·years with · cumulative eff~ct vide impugned . order dated 
. : :_ ' . . ' . . . .-li. . . . . . . 

~~ 16.05.2005 (A-nnexure A/1). · It r:llay be stated ·here that before 
. . . I' . . . 

\' 

referring the matter to the Commission, the Disciplinary Authority ha!? 
. !, •. - .... 

I • 

also sought ·advice from eve and it; after seeking 'second ·stage advic_e 
,. 

. . . . . ( . . . 

. from CVC, the _DisCiplinary ·Auth&rity forwarded the ·case to the 
' .. . ' • - . ' • ' : ;I - •. 

']1 
. . - . ii - . . 

~ Commission whereby· the Disciplin~ry Authority ha~ :concluded. that 
·, 
I 

. h 

penalty o( reduction of: pay in the _dme scale of pay of''Rs.'l0000-325-
. ·. • . I). • . 

. , . I; . 

15200 by three stages ·for a peri~r- of three years with ·cumulative. 
'11 

_effect should be awarded to ·the aP,plicant. It is this order,_ which is. 
i\' 

:•· challenged· in this OA .. 
;: -. -,, 

. 'I 
-6. Notice of this .application W<;l~ given to the- respondents. The.· 

. . ! 
respondents have· filed their reply th~reby justifying their action on the. 

. - . -~:. "' ' 

. 1: 

. basi~· of the ·findings recorded _by tbe Inquiry Officer as well as· the 
!! / ., ,, . 

_order passed by the- Disciplinary Aut~prity. 
I• ,l:: 
1·, 

\l -
7. --The applicant has·· also flied· rejoinder thereby reiterating the 

\ . 

II 

submission: m·ade by him in the OA. 

~ 

::. 

· .. \: 
II 

. i\ 

·, 
\ i! -

·. 
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8. _ -We have heard the ·learned- counsel for_,the parties arid have 
' '·\. 

II' ' 
. • • • • , I~ • • 

gone through; t_h~ material placed:; on n~~c~rd. L~arned counsel for the 
·(: .-

applicant argue·d ttiat the Inquiry;: Officer -ha_d not given_ any definite 
ji. 

finding/with regard to the charge :of personal ·gain or fraud in respect 
' 

. of ·_charge no. 2, as such th~ p~nalty imp~sed by- the Disciplinary 
. . . . ' '• . . . . ~ i : . - - - . . . 

0 0 

,t' r , •• '•, 

0 

'• ~( , , 

Authority based on the finding ·of the Inquiry Officer is not sustainable. - - G . 

The second su~mi_ssidlJ • made .by·t~e le~_rned counsel for the applicant 
' ' 

. !! 

- is that the Inquiry· officer has /n<?t taken into· consideration the 
-. [; 

. -statem·ents of SW-f and- ·sw-2; a~s such the finding recorded to the· 

contrc;~ryis also not sustainable. 
j~ 

1: 
·, 1: 

_'); . ,, 

. , . 

9. -We have. given due consideration to the submission made ~y the . 
:i ,, 

learned counsel f()r the _applicant; from the. material placed on record 
" 

and in view of the hature--~f:allega~ion level~d against .the applicant as· 
• i• • 

contained in statement of imputat)on of misconduct or misbehaviour 
. . ' . ,., )! . . . . -.. . ,.. 

(Anne~u-re ·u of impug~ed m~rri!oi-~ndum dated 17 .01.20Cll), the ,,., . . 

i·· 
~ -. . 

charge~{ leveled against the applict,~nt was that the tota! amount of .· 
i· . I' . 

. ,;. - Rs.81,-267/-: pertaining to 5 ·contir'l_gen_t- bills -mentioned therein were 
. 1: . . . 

found' to be fictitious 'and which s~ould have_:been disallowed by the 
- . . ' ' . , . r 

- il 
. . . ; : I· . . 

applicant but the applicant instea'di: of scrutinizing and verifying those _ . - . . . . - .ii. - -· - - . . . 
bills, h·e passed· those bills Jn_ toto.',:. The second charge is t_hat on_ the 

. . . -- .!) . . . 
-·.verbal instructions of the applicant) Shri U.N. -Mishra (SW-1) a·nd Shri 

. ' - it -

· S.K. Sen (SW-2) sho'wed 4 fictitiou$ porters in. eacl;- of th'e squad of 8 
•, .. 

-verifiers from 16.01.1997 tb 28.02.:~997 for his personal gain. For that 
. ll . ' -

mal practice, every squad Incharge ~~as offered Rs.-1500/- by adjusting 
. - - . . • -- - - - I! - . - - . . 

the amount against their cont1ngen~ advance·. Thus on the instructions 
. i . . 

.r ·: 

, -Of the applicant, wages- Of 32- fictitiO~S porters were Claimed in .the said 
.. ' il -

' - . . . ~ . . ~! ~ 

camp .and the -applicant being~ the. pc Party ~f the Unit passed these . 

'if;/ 'I 
!I 

- . ,I . 

·: 
if· 
!'' 
'• 
!' 
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claims, Claimed on muster rolls, without any verification/scrutiny .. 

These charges have been .fully proved by the finding recorded on the 

b~sis of 5 contingent bills Which· have been exhibited as S-1 to S-5 and 

the facts remains that as per these conveyance _bills of 80 Porters for 
' ' 

the month of'January, 1997 and wages for 73 porters for the month of 

·February, _1997 were dr.awn by the ·applicant as against sanctioned 

strength of 40 porters. Even the applicant had admitted this fact that 

payment to 73 porters were made although there was no budget for 

- the purpose and prior sanction fbr deploying. additiona-l porters and 
. ' . . . . 

making payment of wages tq such additional porters were obtained · 

- from the competent. Thus fact- remains that the applicant not only 

'acceded his authorities to engage porters but had also passed the bill 

and made payment despite the fact that there- was no sanctioned 

budget. Thus the applicant has acceded:.- his authorities and was not 

authorized to engage additional porters and also to sa-nction payment 

especially when there was no budg~t san_ction for that purpose. Under 

these Circumstances where a pers~m has acted without _any authority 
. ' ' 

and caused . extra burden to the ··state Ex-chequer, he -is guilty .of 
- ' -

mis~onduct. The defense taken by the applicant that ·he had acted 

bona-fidely and could not obtained ,prior sa-nction for ~ngaging muster 

roll porters because of busy schedule cannot be accepted· and has to 

be rejected. Thus on the face of', the material, which has come, on 

record, the contention so raised :bY the applicant that no specific 

finding· regarding using of extra amount for personal gain by' fraud. has 

been given by -the Inquiry .Officer i~- of no consequence as the charge 

against the applicant is to the effe.ct that he has engaged 32 Porters 

without any authority of law and p~ssed by the bills for their payment 

without there any budgetary provisi'on. 

ecv 
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10. .·So far as ·the second ·conte~1tion ot'the applicant that SW-1 and 
. ' _, . . . I, . -

- ' . if . . . 

SW-2 have turned hostile as· such their statement during preliminary 
.1 -: 

I 

inquiry cannot be relied and their ~taternents made during the regular - · 
- ,, . -

!! 
~; . . . 

. inquiry should :have been taken,: into consideration and rather the 
. I . 

. ' - ;:. ~ -

charge should . have been held \;not· proved on the basis of the 
. ··~ . 

·~r 

statement made. by SW-1 and S;W-2 during the _course of inquiry; 
I' 
ij· -

S!.Jffice it to say that it· iS not p~rmissibfe for u·s_ to . SUbStitute the . 
;, 

. :\ -
~~ 

1 . . n -
· vieW/finding given by the Inquiry \:Officer/Disciplinary AUthority based · 

- ; ~ . ,, 
on other contemporaneous record. and substitute that finding by 
-- . - . - . . . . .. 1!·.. . . . . . ' . . . 
relying upon th·e testimony of hosti1~e witnesses namely,_SW-1 and SW-

. i . . 

. 2 .. Further -the Commission had given finding in_ Par~ ·5(3) of letter 
. . -. ' :; ,. .. . . 

dated 29.12.2004 (Annexure: A/1) ;}Nhich·"form part of Annexure A/1 as· 
!i . 

. to how the submissions made by ;:the ·aforesaid witnesses during the· 
, r' I • • :l • - • • ' • 

T ,. 

course of inquiry cannot be relied:;_upon and- it· was categorically held 
:. • ·_· ·. !', - . . .. ' . . . . . 

I' . 

that'the reasons given by these hdstile witnesses that th-eir statement 
- . . .. jt .!: . 

. : . . I! - . . - . .. 
were recorded under cohersion are :;untenable. 

i',. 
·., j; 

. J! 

r -

. il . -
11. Regarding q-uantum. ·of puni_shment imposed upon._ the applicant,· 

. . . il _., _· . . . . .. 
·it may be stated that the ·Apex Court in number of decisions has ·held 

. ' ' . :· -. .-. ,, 
. ;, 

• !t- . 

that in a case involving corruption/there. cannot be other· puni~hmemt . . ' 
. " 

... - - . :!- . 
than .dismissal. The Apex Co_urt h:as howev~r ·held that the amount 

misapproprlated .. is small or .large, it is ac;t of misappropriation which is 
.:. - \ . 

·relevant .. 

12. At this stage, ~e wish to ref~:r to the decision of the Apex Court 
. . . ji . .· . 

in the·case of Regio~al Manager)! U.P~ _ SRTC, Etawah vs ... Hoti La I 
·. il - - --

~lld ~llOt_her, 2003 SCC (L&S) 363. That was a ca~~ where the 
'". ! - . 



,.· 

r. 

. t'· 11 -

:: 
·, 

.lr . 

1: 
I . 

respondent, a bus conductor, wa:s carrying ticketless passenger and 
. \ ; . ' . . :1 . • . . . 

thus_ caused the~·state only a loss \Df Rs.16(·. The Apex Court held that · 
• ·1.. . • - 'I . . -

in exercise of power of judicial review it is not permissible to interfere 
. ;\ . 

with the quantum of punishm~nt. A mere statement that the 
.- - I • 

I. 
. - - - il . 

punishment was disproportionate:! w<;>uld not suffice; _Not. only the 
I 

amount involved, but the mental· set up;- the type of duty and .similar 
- : - . - - - - ~) . - . . . . -

relevant drcumstances have to b~ taken into- consideration to decide ' . . . . .i! . . . 

.. . the proportionality of the punishm:~-nt .. It was held tha-t in such cases 
' q . 

I; 

matter should be dealt with iron hc{nds and not leniently. In Mu-nicipal - • .- • - • • l!' • I • o • ' • ,, 

-~ Committee, Bahadurgarh vs·. -~'rishnan Behari, 1?96 SCC (L&S) 
. - . ·. 

'I 
· 539,-the Apex Court_held as under::~ - · 

. - ~ 

_ "4·:·······~:.In ·,.a ca~e . ofi\ such nature-{ndeed in_ cases 
,-involving_ corruption, t~en~ ·cannot._ be anothE?r other 

· . punishment than. dismissat. Any sympathy shown in such 
cases is · tqt_ally uncall~d. for · and opposed to pubiic 
interest. The amount mi~appropriat;.ed :may be small_· ·or 

. I'- . 

large;· it : is the act.- !)f misappropriation which -is 
relevant.~ ~ . · . · 

•,! 
i. 
; 

ii . 
ll 
J, 

:i 
·:: 

13. Similar view has· been taken;; by. the. Hon'ble Apex court. in the 
[• 

' . ·, . I' . . . 

. j_· · _fases. of Ru~ton_ & Hornsby (I) \,Ltd. vs· .. T.~.~~adam, _ 1976 SCC 
. - - . . . . . \!. . . . .. 

(L&S) 381; U.P. SRTC v~. Basu~~v_ Chaudhary, _1998 SCC (L&S) 
' ;: . 

- ·1S5; -.lanath~ Baza_r ·(south Ka:~ara· Celitr~l Cpop. Wholesale 
- -_- - - . - -- . . . - . ·I; - . - - - . . 

. Store Ltd. -vs. Sahakari Noukara·ra Sangha, 2000. SCC (L&S) 962; 
. . •. !: . ' 

. -_ - .. -_ !! . . - . -
Karnataka SRTC vs. B.S. HuiUkatti, - 2001 SCC (O&S) 469; 

- . . ' . . . [; . . . 
[! . 

. ~ajasthan. SR.TC vs~ Ghandhya"l Sharma, 2003' sec (L&S) 714;. 

.. . NEKRTC vs. H .. Amaresh, 2006 S;~C. (L&S) 1290 and UP SRTC vs . . 
. . . . . - ·_· . J; . . . .· '- . . . . 

· Vinod Kumar, 2008(1) ·sec (L&S) i wherein it lias been held that the _.. -. -· . -- . li - . . 

punishm-ent should always be . droportionate · to gravity of the 
t 
r . 

misconduct. However, in a ·case of qorruption; the only punishme~t is 
. .. . ': . . - . . . .· . . lj .· ... 

_,, 

dismissal from service. Tberefore,( the -charge of corruption .must. · 
. . j! . 

;I 

'I . ,. 
:: 

! .r,­
i~ 

'· . f' 
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~ . always be deal with keeping in mihd that it has both civil and criminal · · -
''. : . - ' .\: . - - : .- . . 

. consequences. \ 
[; 

I. ,, 
ll 
(: 

~ • i 

: ·14. It _may ·also be stated t~·at ttie- _scope of _interference by 
•I 
ii ., 

Courts/Trj~unal· with conclusion -·9f gu_ilt is Hrnited to the situation 
~ 'i 

where .pro'ce-edings were h~ld in violation of principles of natural justice. 
- : : . - . . . - . -. I; .· . . -

or in yiolatioQ_.of thestatutory rul~>prescribing the mode of inquiry or 
- . - . - . il -- -- -

·where conclusion/finding reached .,by the DAJs-based on no evidence . ' . ii c : - . . . 

· or no ·reasonabl~ persOn woul-d h~~e reached the., conClusion. The -Apex 
- ~....-:.. . .• . 

-'"\)..~ Court has further ·held that when liperson deals with public money is 
.· . ..· _;~ .__ : - - ' 

' ' . ~~ . ' . 
engaged ·in financial transaction,-:!the· highest degree of integrity is 

• • ' 1,1 •• • • 

. . - . . . . ·_.. . - :: .. _· - .- : . . . 

meant. If _tfle matter is -viewed in !tthe -light of the law settled by the 
-. / . . . 

- - :: ' 

. Apex Court, we are of the view_ tt)at it is not a case of· such nature 
. . - - . i: . . 

·where the·· penalty awarded is ex~es~ive or the charges ·against the' 

.. applicant is based on no evidencej{~~u~ interference. . 

il. 
I' . ·' . 
,, 

··15. 
. . . • ·, j: . 

for the foregomg · reasons, ;the_ .OA being bereft of merit is 
. . ~f 

" 
dismissed with no order as to 'costs} 
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