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HEAT-5/3MRN9-1-709/2014-6937 (HRM S)-- A1 (e Iled, FOY0H0, (HIfE sATh- 578/03, 6
fSrem-3T=l), dcprelled FRIUT GUSITASRI-T-THRT St IRagd UeIfOsR, S & fawg foar
dTgsT Ao i Tcgar N Sg R aed F1 AdUd & S, N 3=afa gAmor 99 &
argel & AU e TS 3T & o i doed 0-6200 & 19.11.08 garT fasmei
HRAAEr FElId & 18, [SHH JAUSHY Y, Flogled GHUS, UG HI Hulole] TeTTLHRT
fAgea forar amm|

A Aeg & favg Aol HAGEr quT X Fdlelel YSTUhRT SaRT 379 Taie-1054 featien
08.07.11 garT Sira gfddes gaAfId famar arm|

A geg & Aeg Farferd AT FRIGET A A6 USIOdRT &l g gfddes 31T
gaId  HHeI@l & FHIENRIed fadehy dheq H0-5418, feaAiw 10.09.2011 ¢arT 4 Ied &
fawg fAeifond gus JfRRIMAT foham - (1) @eesT; (2) & ade gfg W 3EwAcHAs g3 & Ah
g (3) et ant & o Yieata aifed;

3ad IFERINT gus & favg A Jgd ORI AT SIRWUS 3d I e, UdT & Re
rfder W.P.(S) No.-4970/2013- Shankar Yadav Vs. the State of Jharkhand and others graR fohar 74T,




2 SIRYUS IS (IATYRON) YhaR, 7 e, 2020

SHH AT SIR@US 3=9 AR gaRT f&eier 13.07.2017 &I =AIEr 9ikd faar am,
ST Operative part Head &-

"In view of the above narrated facts, reasons and judicial pronouncements, the decision taken and
communicated vide resolution dated 10.09.2011, by which, the punishment of censure, with holding of
two increments with non-cumulative effect and no promotion for three years has been imposed upon the
petitioner is hereby quashed and set aside. Resultantly, the respondents authorities are at liberty to
consider the case of the promotion of petitioner in accordance with law.

With the aforesaid observations and directions, the writ petition stands allowed."

AT SR@US 3T IaTerd, UdT eanTt Re anfasr J0- W.P.(S) No.-4970/2013 H et
13.07.2017 & 9IRG AT & A& WHR CaRT AT SFRWUS 3T ~ITed, Adr H LPA
No. 157/2018 &RR f&ar rm, foas et 18.12.2019 &t =grageyr wiika famar ar=m &, forager
Operative part e&ad &-

"Having held and observed as above, we see no reason to remand the matter for fresh
consideration as learned counsel for the appellants could not persuade us by making logical submission
that one prudent person can come to a different conclusion in the matter.

In the result, this appeal fails and is accordingly dismissed."

Hd: AT SRTUS 3Td AT GaRT Re A1 H0- W.P.(S) No.-4970/2013 & fetre
13.07.2017 TS LPA No. 157/2018 & f&ae 18.12.2019 & UIRA 1AL & 3Telleh H AT I
Iied, S0T0H0, (FfE HAH-578/03, 6 Toler-U=h), dchiolled HRIUTelh GUSTTISHRI-FE-THNT ool
URaE TEIUHRT, HISTAT, FEid- 3 IR 3GF, Il R o, I & fawe fasmia dhey
H0-5418, fe=tieh 10.09.2011 g@arT (1) eee; (2) & ddel gig W IEIACHS Td & Ueh Td
(3) T avf & o Weafa a1fg Feeh fORINT gus A favea fvar sirar &

Sr No. Employee Name Decision of the Competent authority
G.P.F. No.
1 2 3
1 SHANKAR YADAV A AT Tled, SOF0H0, (FIfE shATh- 578/03, I[E ToTerr-Trah),
BHR/BAS/3536

deplelldd  HRIUTIS  gUsSTiasi-gg-9dr  foem aRaga
TRy, HISAT & O%g FHRNT TFey T0-5418, e
10.09.2011 €@rT (1) feee; (2) & adel ghg W IHIATCHS
gHd ¥ Uk Tg (3) AT auf & O Weafa aifg geeh
IRINT gus =1 fAEa Far srar g1

SRWUS TsI9Tel & 3 I,

FMF FAR Q=T
WHR & qIFd FRIT]|
SIHIU H&AT:BHR/BAS/2972

SIRWUS ASTehIA HGUMSA, U= SaRT YhIiRId Ta Hiad,
SRWUS IrsTe (3THTYROT) 360 - 50



