IN THE HONOURABLE CHHATTISGARH HIGHAC OURT
OF JUDICATURE AT BILASPUR ¥

WRIT PETITIONNe. 9|5 /2001,

PETITIONER: vKartar Singh Kshatri S/o Shri Lakhan singh
Kshatri, aged about 39 vears, SADA Colony,
Korba, Tah & Dist: Korba, Chhattisgarh. '

Versus
RESPONDENTs:  01. Municipal Corporation Korba, through it’s

Commissioner, Saket Bhawan, Rampur, ILT.L
Chowk, Korba Chhattisgarh.

Writ Petition under article 226 of the constitution of India.
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| . Shri Rajgkamal Singh, | |

‘{learned counsel for: the petitioner ,,,t,-“o}
: |

; Shri Sanjay K. Agrawall, Pn:soq
learned counsel for the respondent:’y Shr
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‘Parties are heard. Zﬁ
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The petitioiner' s grievance.
~|is that.the order of terminatjon - = -, E&
lissued on 18/05/2001. (Annexurk-P/1) |
. |is bad because even after isspance

- jof show-cause notice to the pstlt).oner, )

L1%

|no- enquiry was made and on th

_lbasis of the conviction of the p“s;l'{y 53,5*

« y . ; ) t o, ‘ I fO’ th@\
petitioner recorded by ‘the Specidl™” Y5
jabqi-appiicsal|

7 )'n. k

~.Judge, Raipur in Sp eclal Crimi na]mfmaJudga/},
for ordefs

B  fcase No.62 of 1991-dated 31/0:/19995\pj5km

the petltioner. was. t_ermlnat ed| *.

Shrl Raakamal Slngh 1<aé.1‘=néd: |
couns el for the petltz.oner submits
that as.show ;cause::.‘noti»ce. was issued,.
an enquiry was a must and the show ‘cause.

hotice ought to have been takén to its.

Lo e .
logical efifieet and as no enquiry was
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conducted;into‘the allegeQ'@isconﬁuct the;order )
passed~by(the'authorities is bad. ‘
On the other hand, Shri Sanjay KJJAgrawel,*'
learned counsel for the rgspondent, submits that
in view of thefconviction of the petitioner and the
| fact that in Crlmlnal Sppéal No.964/99 the effect of

”t the convictlon has not been suspended the respondent

‘ = was justlfled in termlnatﬂng the serv1ces of the
s ; :<31.pet1tioner. Lyl
: . After hearing the ]earned1cdunse1 for the -

parties I am of the OpinicnitﬁatfinEVieWVOf the
conviction.ofvthe'petitionerﬁﬁor offehces punishable

under Sectienv1611I;P,C.Jend,SeetionsnS (1)(d) endv

8 (2) of the Prevention of Corruption Act, 1967 the
respondent;Was_justifieinn;terminating:thé'ﬁetitioner |
Q.;Qeoaﬁ§e;no;£urther enquiry”intovtheﬂCOﬁduct;of%the'
kiﬁetitiohertWae required;tc,betmeQe éfter a complete

“trial. It 1§, however, mcdeéclearathat after

”"acqulttalfof the petltloner,he shall’alwaye be free

to approach the. authorityes for re-con51deratlon of
Annexure-P/1 and the respqmient shall be free to
either take back the petliloner 1nto Serv1ces or

proceed w1th the departmental enqulry. =

I:find;nOfreasonvto.interfere.-*The*”etttion’

. 4 . ‘—
is dismissed. - - o} ! \
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% Judge 3
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