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                      STATE  PUBLIC SRVICES TRIBUNAL, INDIRA BHAWAN, LUCKNOW. 

 
Present:  Hon’ble  Mr Suresh Chandra, Vice-Chairman (Admn.) 

                Hon' ble Mr Jitendra Kumar Singh, Member(Judicial) 

 
                                  Claim Petition No. 510/2024 
 
Vidya Sagar Verma, Inspector (Civil Police), aged about 57 years, son of Sri 

Ram Bujharat, r/o-Setapur,District-Jaunpur, presently posted as Inspector, 

District-Bahraich.  

                                                                                          .............Petitioner 

 
                                                      Versus            
 
1.       State of U.P. through Addl. Chief Secretary, Department of Home,    

Govt. of U.P.  Civil Secretariat, Lucknow. 
  
2. Addl. Director General of Police, Lucknow  Zone, Lucknow. 
 
3. Inspector General of Police, Lucknow Range Lucknow. 
 
4. Superintendent of Police, District- Hardoi.  
 
                                                                             …………Opposite Parties 
  

 
        JUDGEMENT 

 
(By Hon’ble Mr. Jitendra Kumar Singh, Member (Judicial). 
 

This claim petition has been filed by petitioner under Section-4 of the 

U.P. Public Services (Tribunal) Act, 1976 and sought the following reliefs:- 

(i) To set aside the impugned order dated 31.03.2023(Annexure No. 
1), appellate order dated 20.06.2023 (Annexure No. 2) and 
revisionary order dated 22.02.2024 (Annexure No. 3) passed by 
the opposite party no. 4, 3 and 2. 
 

(ii)   Hon’ble Tribunal may graciously pleased to direct the opposite 
parties to provide all consequential service benefits, ignoring the 
impugned punishment orders dated 31.03.2023, 20.06.2023 and 
22.02.2024. 

 
(iii) That cost of the claimed petition may kindly be awarded to the 

petitioner and such other reliefs may kindly be awarded as are 
deemed fit and proper in the circumstances of the case. .  

 
 

2.      Briefly stated, case of petitioner is that on the basis of C.B.I.  Report 

dated 20.04.2019, IG Lucknow Range, Lucknow by order dated 24.05.2019 

directed to S.P. Hardoi to initiate departmental proceedings against the 
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petitioner.  In compliance of aforesaid order, S.P. Hardoi was  entrusted the 

departmental proceeding to the then Addl. S.P. Hardoi under Rule 14(1) of 

Punishment and Appeal Rules, 1991,   Thereafter, a charge sheet dated 

21.06.2021 was issued to the petitioner which is reproduced below:- 

 "vki Fkkuk/;{k vrjkSyh tuin gjnksbZ ds in ij fnukad 25-
04-2011 ls fnukad 23-03-2012 rd fu;qDr jgs gSA  fnukad 11-
01-2012 dks Fkkuk vrjkSyh ij eq0v0la0 25@2012 /kkjk 302 
Hkknfo cuke vKkr iathd`r gqvk Fkk] ftldh izkjfEHkd foospuk 
vkids }kjk laikfnr dh x;hA  vki }kjk m0fu0 jke fuokl rFkk 
vkjf{k;ksa ds lkFk ?kVukLFky fdpu ukjk;u gkbZ Ldwy vrjkSyh 
dk fujh{k.k fd;k x;k FkkA fujh{kd ds mijkUr vki nksigj 
12%00 cts fdlh futh dk;Z ds fy, y[kuÅ x;s] thMh esa lqcg 
08%30 cts ek0 mPp U;k;ky; esa U;k;ky; ds dke ls tkuk 
vafdr ik;k x;k rFkk okilh dk vadu thMh esa ugha fd;k x;kA  
,slk izrhr gksrk gS fd ekeys dh xEHkhjrk dks ns[krs gq, Lo;a ds 
cpko esa lqcg 08%30 cts dh thMh vafdr dh x;hA  lekpkj 
i=ksa esa [kcj Nius ds ckn Hkh vki }kjk dksbZ dkuwuh dk;Zokgh 
fnukad 11-01-2012 rd ugha dh x;hA  rnksijkUr fnukad 11-01-
2012 dks oknh vfHkuo flag rksej dh rgjhj ij eq0v0la0 
25@2012 /kkjk 302 cuke vKkr iathd`r fd;k x;kA  
foospukRed dk;Zokgh ds e/; vkius MkW0 vfuy dqekj jLrksxh ds 
c;ku fnukad 02-02-2012 dks vafdr fd;s ftlesa vafdr gS fd 
ejus ds ckn tykus ds dksbZ y{k.k ugha ik;s x;s rFkk e`rdk 
lfjrk flag rksej dh e`R;q tyus ls gq;h gS vkSj ,.Vh eksVZe 
bUtjh ds dksbZ fu'kku ugha gS] tcfd MkW vkj0 ds0 jLrksxh us 
,slk dqN c;ku nsus ls lkQ badkj fd;k vkSj ;gkW rd crk;k fd 
mudk uke Hkh c;ku esa xyr fy[kk x;k gSA  vkids }jk 
foospukRed dk;Zokgh ds e/; Jh jkevkSrkj ;kno tks Jh jke 
Lo:i falag ds eqa'kh Fks dk c;ku vafdr fd;s x;s ijUrq bUgksaus Hkh 
dksbZ Hkh c;ku vkidks foospukRed dk;Zokgh ds nkSjku fn;s tkus 
ls badkj fd;kA  ;gkWa rd fd eqdnek iathd`r gksus ds mijkUr 
vki }kjk ?kVukLFky dk fujh{k.k ,Q,l,y Vhe ls ugha djk;k 
x;k vkSj u gh dksbZ lcwr foospuk ds fy, bdV~Bs fd;s x;sA  
vki }kjk fnukad 05-02-2012 dks eqdnek mijksDr esa ek= 25 
fnuksa esa vafre fjiksVZ izsf"kr dj nh x;h ftlesa vafdr fd;k x;k 
fd lfjrk flag rksej dh e`R;q fdpu esa xSl ikbi ds CykLV ls 
gq;h gS rFkk mudh gR;k ugha dh x;h gSA 
 bl izdkj vkids }kjk rRdkyhu Fkkuk/;{k ds in ij fu;qDr 
jgrs gq, ,d yksdlsod gksus ds ukrs vkidk nkf;Ro Fkk fd vki 
vius drZO;ksa dk fuoZgu djrs vkSj ykijokghiwoZd rF;ksa dk 
foospuk esa 'kkfey ugha djrsA  bl ekeys esa vkids }kjk fd;k 
x;k ;g d`R; turk ds fy, vlguh; gS vkSj iqfyl foHkkx tSls 
vuq'kkflr cy dh Nfo dks /kwfey djrk gS ftlls Li"V gS fd 
vki }kjk vius inh; nkf;Roksa dk fuoZgu u djrs gq, ?kksj 
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vuq'kklughurk] ykijokgh o LosPNkpkfjrk cjrs tkus ds 
lEcU/k esa & 
 vkidk ;g d`R; vius drZO; ikyu esa vuq'kklughurk] ?kksj 
ykijokgh ,oa LosPNkpkfjrk dk |ksrd gSA Þ 

 

Petitioner submitted reply to the charge sheet on 27.09.2021 denying all the 

charges levelled against him.  Later on an explanation dated 01.06.2022 was 

also submitted by the petitioner to the next presiding officer.   On the basis of 

finding, a show cause notice was issued to the petitioner on 16.01.2023 by S.P. 

Hardoi.   Petitioner submitted his detailed reply on 15.02.2023 denying all the 

charges levelled against him.     Thereafter, order dated 31.03.2023 passed by 

the opposite party no. 4 whereby the petitioner has been punished by reducing 

upon minimum pay scale for 1 year under rule 14(1) of the Uttar Pradesh Police 

Officers of Subordinate Rank (Punishment  & Appeal )Rules 1991 for the year 

2023.  Feeling aggrieved by the aforesaid order dated 31.03.2023, petitioner 

preferred appeal before the Appellate Authority, which was dismissed by order 

dated 20.06.2023.  The petitioner preferred revision on 18.07.2023 which was 

also dismissed by Revisionary Authority by order dated 22.02.2024.  The 

contention of the petitioner is that impugned punishment order is non-speaking 

and unreasoned.   Charge sheet was issued to the petitioner on the ground of 

C.B.I. report.  In the present case, no preliminary enquiry was conducted 

against the petitioner.  The charge sheet was not approved by the competent 

authority.  Recommendation of punishment in findings is not permissible as per 

law.   Criminal trial is still pending   and rule-18 of U.P. Police Officers of the 

Subordinate Ranks Punishment and Appeal Rules 1991 is clearly violated while 

passing the impugned punishment order.   Impugned orders passed by the 

opposite parties are in violation of principles of natural justice, hence this claim 

petition.  

3. Opposite parties have filed their written statement denying material 

allegations mentioned in reference petition.    They have stated that petitioner 
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committed irregularity for which a charge sheet and a show cause 

notice were issued upon petitioner.  Full opportunity of hearing was given to 

the petitioner to defend his case, thereafter; punishment of reduction in rank in 

lower pay scale for one year has been awarded to him.   Against the above 

order petitioner filed appeal and revision which was also rejected in 

accordance with rules.   Allegations of petitioner are devoid of merits.  Orders 

passed against the petitioner are in accordance with rules.  Grounds shown in 

support of reference petition are devoid of merit, so petition deserves to be 

dismissed.  

4. Reiterating his earlier submissions, the petitioner filed his R.A. wherein 

he submitted his version in view of the pleas agitated by the opposite parties.  

5. We have heard the learned Counsel for the petitioner as well as the 

learned P.O. appearing on behalf of the opposite parties and perused the 

record available on the file. 

6. Learned counsel for the petitioner has contested the case on the grounds 

that impugned punishment order is non-speaking and unreasoned.   Charge 

sheet was issued to the petitioner on the ground of C.B.I. report.  In the present 

case, no preliminary enquiry was conducted against the petitioner.  The charge 

sheet was not approved by the competent authority.  Recommendation of 

punishment in findings is not permissible as per law.   Criminal trial is still 

pending   and rule-18 of U.P. Police Officers of the Subordinate Ranks 

Punishment and Appeal Rules 1991 is clearly violated while passing the 

impugned punishment order.   Impugned orders passed by the opposite parties 

are in violation of principles of natural justice and is liable to be dismissed.  On 

the other hand learned P.O. appearing on behalf of the opposite parties has 

contested the case on the grounds  that petitioner committed irregularity for 

which a charge sheet and a show cause notice were issued to him, giving him 

opportunity to submit his explanation/representation and in pursuance to same 

petitioner submitted his reply to show cause notice and disciplinary authority 
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after considering the relevant record has passed reasoned and speaking 

punishment order dated 31.03.2023, which does not suffer from any illegality or 

irregularity.   Perusal of the appellate order and revisionary order itself reveals 

and goes to establish that all the pleas and grounds raised by the petitioner in 

the departmental appeal & revision have been considered and adjudicated by 

the appellate authority and revisionary authority and as such, the appellate 

order and revisionary order are reasoned and speaking order and does not 

suffer any illegality or irregularity.   It is further submitted by the learned P.O. 

that the scope of judicial review is confined to decision making process and the 

petitioner in the para under reply has not raised any plea with regard to any 

illegality or irregularity in the decision making process and re-appreciation of the 

evidences is not with domain of judicial review.  

7. The Learned P.O. has averred that the contents of Para 4.12 to 4.14 of 

the  claim petition are misconceived, concocted and incorrect  and the case 

laws referred by petitioner is not applicable because the case laws referred by 

him have not been passed in respect to the U.P. Subordinate Police Officers 

(Punishment and Appeal) Rule 1991, the enquiry officer is empowered to 

recommend the punishment and the recommendation of punishment by the 

enquiry officer will not vitiate the punishment order as settled by Hon'ble High 

Court in case of Asheesh Pathak Vs. State of U.P. through Principal 

Secretary Department of Home Affairs Lko{SERVICE SINGLE NO. 143 OF 

2015} wherein it has held as under:- 

   "Consequently, when the facts of the instant 
case were tested on the touchstone of the law laid down 
by the Hon'ble Supreme Court in the case of Harendra 
Kumar (supra) what this Court finds is that the inquiry 
officer was perfectly empowered to recommend 
punishment while submitting the inquiry report.  Merely 
because instead of recommending the punishment 
separately, the same become a part of the inquiry report 
would not vitiate the inquiry report in as much as no 
prejudice is caused nor has been pleaded by the petitioner 
to have been caused as a copy of the inquiry report had 
obviously been given and served upon the petitioner and 
the petitioner was asked to submit his explanation thereof.  
Further, the judgments over which reliance has been 



 

 

6 

 

placed by the learned Counsel for the petitioner 
namely in the case of Ram Pal Singh (supra) and  

 

8. Learned P.O. has further averred that irrelevant facts stated by the 

petitioner in para under reply because Para-492, 493 of Police Regulation does 

not have any applicability in the present case because no criminal case has 

been registered against the petitioner and Regulation -492 & 493 of Police 

Regulation is attracted when a police officer is judicially 

 tried and as such since petitioner has not been judicially  tried on the subject 

matter as such Regulation -492 & 493 of Police Regulation does not have any 

relevancy and applicability in case of petitioner.  

9. Learned P.O. appearing on behalf of the opposite parties has placed 

reliance on the case of National Fertilizer Ltd. and Another vs. P.K.Khanna 

[(2005) SCC (L & S) 10006] wherein it has been held as under:- 

 "In view of the contents of the impugned order, it is 
difficult to say that the punishing authority had not applied 
his mind to the case before terminating the services of the 
appellant.  The Punishing Authority had placed reliance 
upon the report of the enquiry officer which means that he 
has not only agreed with the findings of the enquiry officer, 
but also accepted the reasons given by him for the 
findings.  In our opinion, when the punishing authority 
agrees with the findings of the enquiry officer and accepts 
the reasons given by him in support of such findings, it is 
not necessary for the punishing authority to again discuss 
evidence and come to the same findings as that of the 
enquiry officer and give the same reasons for the findings.  
We are unable to accept the contention made on behalf of 
the appellant that the impugned order of termination is 
vitiated as it is a non-speaking order and does not contain 
any reason.  When by the impugned order the punishing 
authority has accepted the findings of the enquiry officer 
and the reasons given by him, the question of non-
compliance with the principles of natural justice doe not 
arise.  It is also incorrect to say that the impugned order is 
not a speaking order. "  

 

10. Learned P.O. appearing on behalf of the opposite parties has also placed 

reliance on the case of Boloram Bordoloi  vs. Lakhimi Gaolia Bank & Ors, 

Civil Appeal No. 4394 of 2010 wherein para-7 it has been held as under:- 

  "We are of the view that the judgment of this Court in 
the case of Managing Director, ECIL, Hyderabad is not 
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helpful to the case of the appellant.  Further, it is well 
settled that if the disciplinary authority accepts the 
findings recorded by the Enquiry Officer and passes an 
order, no detailed reasons are required to be recorded in 
the order imposing punishment.  The punishment is 
imposed based on the findings recorded in the enquiry 
report, as such, no further elaborate reasons are required 
to be given by the disciplinary authority. " 

 

11. Learned P.O. appearing on behalf of the opposite parties has also placed 

reliance on the case of Inspector General of Police And Anr  vs. 

Thavasiappan, 1996 AIR 1318, 1996 SCC (2) 145, JT 1996 (6) 450, 1996 

SCALE (1) 522   wherein it has been held as under:- 

 "Before we consider the requirement of Rule 3(b) we 
will refer to the three decisions cited by the learned 
counsel for the appellant.  He first invited our attention to 
the decision of this Court it state of Madhya Pradesh Vs. 
Shardul Singh 1970 (1) SCC 108.  In that case a 
departmental enquiry was initiated against a Sub 
Inspector of Police by Superintendent of Police who after 
holding an enquiry sent his report to the Inspector 
General of Police who ultimately dismissed the Sub 
Inspector of Police from service.  The order of dismissal 
from service was challenged before the High Court of 
Madhya Pradesh on the ground that the enquiry held by 
Superintendent of Police was against the mandate of 
Article 311(1) of the Constitution as he was incompetent 
to conduct the enquiry.  The Sub Inspector of Police was 
appointed by the Inspector General of Police.  The High 
Court allowed the petition.  The State preferred an 
appeal to this court.  Rejecting the contention that the 
guarantee given under Article 311(1) includes within itself 
a further guarantee that he disciplinary proceedings 
resulting in dismissal or removal of a civil servant should 
be initiated or conducted by the authorities mentioned in 
that article, this Court held as under: 
 

   "This Article  does not in terms 
require that the authority empowered under that 
provision to dismiss or remove an official, should 
itself initiate or conduct the enquiry preceding the 
dismissal or removal of the officer or even that 
enquiry should be done at its instance.  The only 
right guaranteed to a civil servant under that 
provision is that he should not be dismissed or 
removed by an authority subordinate to that by 
which he was appointed. " 
 

 The Court further held that "we are unable to agree 
with the High Court that the guarantee given under 
Article 311(1) includes  within itself a further guarantee 
that the disciplinary proceedings resulting in dismissal or 
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removal of a civil servant should also be initiated 
and conducted by the authorities mentioned in that 
Article." 

 

12. It is also submitted by the  learned P.O. that facts, reasons and 

circumstances as stated above, the pleas and grounds taken by the petitioner in 

the Para 5(1) to 5(20)  of the claim petition are incorrect, baseless and as such, 

the present claim petition filed by the petitioner has no force and is liable to be 

dismissed.  

13.   We have also perused the punishment order dated 31.03.2023, wherein 

it is clearly mentioned that:- 

 ″ iz'uxr izdj.k dh iqu% tkWp dsUnzh; vUos"k.k C;wjks ubZ fnYyh 
}kjk lEikfnr dh x;hA  tkWp esa nks"kh ik;s tkus ds QyLo:i buds 
fo:) foHkkxh; dk;Zokgh fd;s tkus dh laLrqfr dh x;hA  blds 
QyLo:i iz'uxr izdj.k esa buds fo:) m0iz0 v/khuLFk Js.kh dh 
¼n.M ,oa vihy½ fu;ekoyh&1991 ds fu;e 14(1) ds vUrxZr foHkkxh; 
dk;Zokgh  lEikfnr fd;s tkus gsrq Jh dqoj Kkuta; flag] rRdkyhu 
vij iqfyl v/kh{kd] gjnkbZ dks ihBklhu vf/kdkjh fu;qDr fd;k x;kA  
muds LFkkukUrj.k ds QyLo:i Jh vfuy dqekj ;kno] vij iqfyl 
v/kh{kd iwohZ gjnksbZ dks ihBklhu vf/kdkjh fu;qDr fd;k x;kA   
foHkkxh; dk;Zokgh ds nkSjku lk{;@vfHkys[kh; lk{; ,oa vfHkdFku 
vkfn ls ihBklhu vf/kdkjh }kjk buds Åij yxk;s x;s vkjksi dks 
izekf.kr ikrs gq, izdj.k esa budks nks"kh ik;k x;k gSA  
 mDr vkjksi ds lEcU/k esa m0iz0 v/khuLFk Js.kh iqfyl 
vf/kdkfj;ksa dh ¼n.M ,oa vihy½ fu;ekoyh&1991 ds fu;e 14¼1½ ds 
vUrxZr fu;e 4¼1½ [k.M ¼d½ ds mi fu;e&3 ds vuqlkj fujh{kd ds 
U;wure osrueku esa rhu o"kZ gsrq izR;kofrZr fd;s tkus gsrq dkj.k 
crkvks uksfVl fnukad 16-01-2023 fuxZr fd;k x;kA  fuxZr dkj.k 
crkvks uksfVl dks mDr fujh{kd uk0iq0 }kjk fnukad 17-01-2023 dks 
izkIr fd;k x;k] ftldk buds }kjk vius cpko esa viuk fyf[kr 
Li"Vhdj.k fnukad 15-02-2023 dks fn;k x;kA  buds }kjk fn;s x;s 
Li"Vhdj.k fnukafdr 15-02-2023 dks esjs }kjk HkyhHkkWafr voyksdu fd;k 
x;k rFkk i=koyh ij miyC/k  vfHkys[kksa dk ifj'khyu fd;k x;kA  
fopkjksijkUr budk Li"Vhdj.k larks"ktud ugha ik;k x;kA  fQj Hkh 
buds Li"Vhdj.k ij lgkuqHkwfriwoZd fopkj djrs gq, bUgsa dkj.k ckrkvks 
uksfVl esa izLrkfor n.M fujh{kd ds U;wure osrueku esa rhu o"kZ gsrq 
izR;kofrZr fd;s tkus ds LFkku ij fujh{kd ds U;wure osrueku esa ,d 
o"kZ gsrq izR;kofrZr fd;s tkus dk vkns'k ikfjr fd;k tkrk gSA Þ 

 
14.  In view of the facts and circumstances of the case and the submission 

made by the learned P.O.  We are of the opinion that order passed by the 

punishing authority is well reasoned, we are satisfied with the view of the 
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punishing authority that petitioner shown laxity in his duty, is fully 

justified.  Police Force is a disciplined force and laxity on part of employee 

cannot be justified.   Superintendent of Police, Hardoi has awarded punishment 

of reduction in rank in lower pay scale for one year to the petitioner based on 

enquiry which needs not to be interfered.    Inspector General of Police, 

Lucknow Range Lucknow   and     Addl. Director of Police, Lucknow Zone, 

Lucknow have also passed reasoned and speaking orders.  We find no violation 

of procedure or of any principle of natural justice justifying interference. 

  

15.  In the light of the above observations and facts the petition is without force 

and liable to be dismissed. 

ORDER 

The claim petition is dismissed.   There is no order as to costs.     

                  Sd/-                                                                    Sd/- 
 (Jitendra Kumar Singh)                                                             (Suresh Chandra) 
        Member (Judicial)                                                     Vice-Chairman(Admn.) 
 
        Judgment signed, dated and pronounced in the open court today. 
  
 Sd/- Sd/- 

(Jitendra Kumar Singh)                                                              (Suresh Chandra) 
      Member (Judicial)                                                       Vice-Chairman(Admn.) 
 

          
                                                                                      
  Dated: 08th November, 2024 
     MK/ 


