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IN THE HONOURABLE CHHATTISGARH HIGI^COURT
OF JUDICATURE AT BILASPUR ^

WRIT P]p}TITION No. _3_L5-__/ 2001.

PETITIONER: ^Kartar Singh Kshatri S/o Shri Lakhan singh
Kshatri, aged about 39 years, SADA Colony,
Korba, Tah & Dist: Korba, Chhattisgarh.

Versias

RESPONDENTs: 01. Mimicipal Corporation Korba, through it's
Conunissioner, Saket Bhawan, Rajmpur, I.T.I.
Chowk, Korb^Chhattisgarh.

Writ Petition under article 226 oftfae consfaitution oflndia.
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Parties are heard.
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jissued on 18/05/2001.(Annexur
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|no enquiry was made and on tli

Ibasis of the oonyictio.n: o^f tti

Ipetittoner recorded by ^tb.e Sp

pudge, Raipur in .Sp ecial Crim;

|Case NQ .62 of 1991 ?dated i5iy 0:

|bh e petitioner .was terminated

Shri Rajkamal Singh , 1^arned

jcounsel for the petitioner su^mits

jthat as .show .cai.tseDnotice was

jan enquiry was a must and th e
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conducted into the allege<|

passed by the authorities

On the other hand,

learned counsel for the rd

in view ol the convic'tion

the coiwlctiori fasis not l3!ed

^as jusfified in terminatij

petitioner.

misconduct the order

is bad*

Shri Sanjay K• Agrawal,

>sp0jadeirt;> submits that

pf the petitioner and the

ifact that. in CrimJLnaI fipp4sl No.96^/99 the eftect of

ii su^peucied the respondent

ng the services^of the

, Mter heariiig the ^earned counsel for the

parties I am of:the opiniej

cojiviction of the petitioi|er ^or offenees punishable

under Secribion 161 I..P.C. ^

S (2)^of •bta&Preven-fcion o^

respondent was ^ustified Jj

be cause no further enquiryl

, p etxtioner was reqyired^

trial. It i§^ however^ m^

acquitta^^of the p etitxon^
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to appx"oaoh. the authortt^^

Amiexure-P/1 and, the resp<|

either take back the petil

n tha-t tn vi6w of the

:nd Seetions 5 (1)(d) and

. ©om^tio Âct, 19$7 the

n: termlnatiEig -the
petiti oner

izrbosthe conduc'b oty^ie

be made after a complete

de i clear .thatl a£'ber

x^ Me shall alw^yjs be free

ks for Lre-consideT'ation of ;

iQdent shall be free to

Aoner into jfeervices or

proceed with the departme^tal enquiry.

I find no .reason t<t

is dJLsmissed. -

tEiterferte. :The is^tition

Sd/-
R.S. Garg

Judge
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