SIs4Vs dluolc
HATYROT 3Heh
SIREUS AIhN GaRT JeTiAd

1 demE, 1948 (2r0)
TEAT - 175 =T, AGER, 21 319, 2026 (30)

FIfAS, TAMHIAS U TYUT AT 39|

20 AT, 2026

TEIT-3/ARI(FE FH)-15-08/2025 #H1.--35282 (HRMS)-IToied, AeesT va s1f&
FUR faomr, SR@us, U & gAi6-4844, f&alis 25.09.2017 & HARIA & foer
cUSIihII-Hg-3ugad, g fHgHHA IS & qAh-1654/M0, feIis 30.08.2017
GaRT 9o 3RIT O 7 AN Fig $ARY, STOFORO(HITE sHhATeh-306/20), dcehlellel el
HfehY, ThtRYY, aiRael  TEgHH U & fa%ey AMAN &l Wl & ai@o
@INST 37MdgeT & FAI-HAT # fasaed 7g7 #tet vd Read AlTel adr 37 § Farad
Pl 5 I gidafed fhar @m| 3od 71fdd 3T 99 & vfddfed 3wt &1 geg
AR Setad &:-

HRIT HO-1:- 3l TSN, ThtRYT GaNT SIS GRS ATH H AT AT W
fosdres w181 el vd Read 1 ART # dfded gl 3Mdesh Sl WA HaA, HSCAR H
SoTaT g 3TUMIHINAT &l Tearsfad fhar arar |
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IRIT JO-2:- FAFIdRar Tl Weld, Ifd @O HER SIHATA, dis d0-1,
ThtRYT CaRT 3UGad HAgled i FFalftd Redd 99 # 3edf@a fhar ar g &
feetier 11.02.2015 &1 aIf@er @RS g 3iad FHATe, IHtRYY # e fear o= ud
5 6 A d& wfad @r 3 |

IRIT HO-3:- 3G-3o-olgl (FG) H afr-cgaryr FuRor & aTRaRr «_dd &
e J AR |

HRIT HO-4:- AA/IEER/AT JATT 99 & GoU H ITd AUSR, THRYI
CaRT & H STRAE Td ¥ & 9fd 3grETdr s =y g1 3iaer 3, TRy
CaRT YA T3 & FHAY fAsuee &del g Tod HaT &t sl RSN ATAGH, 2011
qTeleT 1@l TohdT 3137 § |

3RIT HO-5:- ATAROT are, Gadlr 3ifferg 7 fasuea & sifaafadar & @&y A
2. 3ad WRUr FT S gg AHENT Hhed H0-909(HRMS), f&ie-03.07.2018 garT
s fawcy faomia e garfaa & =it |
3. HUed UgifRell & 9Fi$-189, f&edAi-10.09.2018 garT fAHRENT SHRIGEr &
Sra-gicidee 39eet] ST a1 §, forad MAdr dig oA & fawey gfaafed midt
I YATOIT 91T 91T |
4.  AAA A AN F fAvey gfadfed Imiw, fasmeiy S geifasr @ ured
S gfadesd, g gfddesT & YAOIT ARGT & 99 H 304 [G%ey Wdlidd gug W
399 UItd &fadiT SRUT T & FARITRIG Rl @wed @&ar- 1507(HRMS),
fstieh- 28.03.2019 carT AAM Mg FAN, SMeFoHo(FIfE HATH-306/20), dcahlelled
3T HUSNT, TRRYY, YiRaH! AgHHA & [O%cy SIREUS WIHRT ddeh (Tafeor,
fFEFor v9 e AudEmEel, 2016 & AIH-14(vi) & ded TIACHS TG H ar
A1 &Y W Aeh FT gUs AR foram 13 |
5. 39dFd AERITT qus & fawey AAG dAig AN & @RT AT ToFaTd,
SIR@UE & @HeT U 373qHesT GATNT fhar ar=m|

AN NG AN & gaRT FAGT AT TG & FHIGNTRI [FHENT Fehed
FE&IT- 3137(HRMS), feAish- 02.07.2019 EaRT 3sieh 3UTel 3ATAG HI 3Fdpc fohdT
|
6. TN Hheu HEAT- 1507(HRMS), faATeh- 28.03.2019 aRrT FERITUT gus uq
fqami dhed FEar- 3137(HRMS), eAT- 02.07.2019 @RT AN i FAY &
HATST 3IATAGT Y TP Al § AT A A fET FA g AT HRTUS
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3T AT H WP(S) No- 3883/2019 &l $ANT &ellH FREUS Usd U4 I+ GRN
ferar |

7. WP(S) No- 3883/2019 &Il FANI FlH FRYUS ¥ U4 Hed H AT
SIREUS 3vd FTeld & Ganl [¢aAlh-31.07.2024 &I 9Id #R—AGY gany fasmeig
Hhed HEAT-1507(HRMS), f&aATh-28.03.2019 ganrT AR gus v faumir deed
HEAT-3137(HRMS), &A1e-02.07.2019 @R AHA g FART & Hdlel HeAdee @l
HENFT WA ¥ Gafdd Ay A RET HT f&Ar aar g1 IR e 1 FHRISR
37 ead &:-

fommmee 5. In the present case, the Revenue Karamchari Arjun Majhi had sought

illegal gratification of Rs.10,000/- from the complainant for giving favourable report in the
mutation case of the complainant Rubina Parween and he had also taken Rs.2,000/-
from her.

6. As far as the petitioner Nitu Kumari is concerned, there is no such allegation
against her. Arjun Majhi had played an active role in demanding illegal gratification. She
has only been held guilty for not disposing of the mutation case of the complainant
Rubina Parween expeditiously. The accusation against the petitioner is comparatively
lesser than the accusation against Arjun Majhi.

7. In the light of the decision of the Hon’ble Supreme Court in Rajendra Yadav's
case (Supra), the petitioner cannot be inflicted with a harsher punishment. Accordingly,
awarding the punishment of withholding two increments from her salary with cumulative
effect is disproportionate to the lesser punishment awarded to Arjun Majhi.
8. Mr. Anup Kumar Agrawal, learned counsel appearing for the respondents has
submitted that the matter may be remanded back to the respondents for reconsideration
with respect to the imposition of punishment to the petitioner.

9. Mr. Arpan Mishra, learned counsel appearing for the petitioner has submitted that
the punishment was awarded to the petitioner in the year 2019 and after lapse of about
five years, the matter cannot be remanded back for reconsideration.

10. Reliance has been placed upon the decision of the Hon'ble Supreme Court,
reported in (2017) 2 SCC 308 in the case of Allahabad Bank and Others Vs. Krishna
Narayan Tewari, wherein, it has been held as follows:-

8. There is no quarrel with the proposition that in cases where the High Court
finds the enquiry to be deficient, either procedurally or otherwise, the proper course
always is to remand the matter back to the authority concerned to redo the same afresh.
That course could have been followed even in the present case. The matter could be

remanded back to the disciplinary authority or to the enquiry officer for a proper enquiry
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and a fresh report and order. But that course may not have been the only course open
in a given situation. There may be situations where because of a long time lag or such
other supervening circumstances the writ court considers it unfair, harsh or otherwise
unnecessary to direct a fresh enquiry or fresh order by the competent authority. That is
precisely what the High Court has done in the case at hand.

9. The High Court has taken note of the fact that the respondent had been
placed under suspension in the year 2004 and dismissed in the year 2005. The
dismissal order was challenged in the High Court in the year 2006 but the writ petition
remained pending in the High Court for nearly seven years till 2013. During the
intervening period the respondent superannuated on 30.11.2011. Not only that he had
suffered a heart attack and a stroke that has rendered him physically disabled and
confined to bed. The respondent may by now have turned 65 years of age. Any remand
either to the enquiry officer for a fresh enquiry or to the disciplinary authority for a fresh
order or even to the appellate authority would thus be very harsh and would practically
deny to the respondent any relief whatsoever. Superadded to all this is the fact that the
High Court has found that there was no allegation nor any evidence to show the extent
of loss, if any, suffered by the Bank on account of the alleged misconduct of the
respondent. The discretion vested in the High Court in not remanding the matter back
was, therefore, properly exercised.

11. In view of the decision of the Hon’ble Supreme Court in Allahabad Bank’s
case (Supra), remanding back the case directing the disciplinary authority for passing
fresh order after the period of five years would be very harsh and as such, the
submission made by the learned counsel for the respondents for remanding back the
case for fresh consideration of the award/punishment to the petitioner is untenable.

12. Accordingly, this writ application is allowed. The order passed in Annexure 19
i.e. the resolution contained in Memo No. 5/Aarop-1-184/2017 Ka. 1507 (HRMS)/Ranchi
dated 28.03.2019 and order contained in Memo No.5/Aarop-1-184/2017-3137
(HRMS)/Ranchi dated 02.07.2019 (Annexure-20) are hereby quashed.

13. Pending LA, if any, also stands disposed of.”

8.  WP(S) No- 3883/2019 #lg FARI §AH FRYUS AT T 3 H AW
SIREUS 3 #1ATeld & GdRT fgelieh- 31.07.2024 &1 UIRA AT & Ta&ey [GHmT
% CdNT AlAAT FREUS 3wd Il H LPA No-251/2025(Arising out of WP(S)
No- 3883/2019) SIRWUS I U4 3y FAH siig FHAN GrR—IT fmar a=m|

9. LPA No-251/2025(Arising out of WP(S) No- 3883/2019) IREUS I<d TJ
T §H A AR A AT FIREUS 3T ~I-TelT & GaRT f&efieh- 17.02.2026 1
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aild =IRIEe & ¢arT 3&d LPA & folRed X fear s=r g1 aia =g &
FRISRT 379 foleeiad g:-

feee--13. From perusal of the impugned order, it is evident that the Writ Court
has also dealt that issue relying upon the aforesaid judgment and rightly came to the
conclusion that the co-delinquent-Revenue Karamchari Arjun Majhi had sought illegal
gratification of Rs.10,000/- from the complainant for giving favourable report in the
mutation case of the complainant and also received Rs.2,000/- from her. However, as
stated hereinabove, the allegation against the respondent-writ petitioner was only for not
disposing the mutation case expeditiously. There was no allegation that the gratification
demanded by Majhi was meant for the respondent-petitioner.

14, Therefore, as we held hereinabove, the allegation of the respondent-writ
petitioner was much lesser than that of her coemployee of taking bribe of Rs. 2,000/-.
Accordingly, awarding higher punishment to the respondent-writ petitioner, allegation
against whom was less serious, and giving lesser punishment to the main accused, who
took illegal gratification, is certainly not sustainable.

15. Accordingly, we do not find any error in the impugned order passed by the
learned Writ Court; as such, the appeal filed by the State is hereby dismissed.

16. However, there shall not be any order to cost.

17. Pending L.A(S)., if any, stand closed.

10.  3fd: WP(S) No- 3883/2019 ol AN §oH SHRWUS I U4 3 H HAGAT
SIREUS 3vd I & GdNI fgelieh-31.07.2024 I UIRA FAFGA AT LPA No-
251/2025(Arising out of WP(S) No- 3883/2019) SIRE@US T Ud 3ed FAH aAlg
AN H AT FRYUS 3T~ & Ganl [&eAleh-17.02.2026 &l IR =arAreer
& el & gHERwia Reaaa o or aar §-

() umiT d%ed dEAT- 1507(HRMS), f&aTih- 28.03.2019, 5@ gaRrT
ANAN Ag FAN, SOTOTO(HITE HHH-306/20), Tchlelled 3ol USRI, THUIYY,
aRETHAT AgHHA & 9y SFREUS WHNT ddeh (Feiienor, faa=or ud 3rdiel) oA,
2016 & fATA-14(vi) F ded TaITcA® THT § & ddaggra W A% & gus IRRIfAT
forar aram 8, o faefaa fasar amar 81

(i) NIRRT dhed HEA-3137(HRMS), [&AT6-02.07.2019, TSHE+ carT AT
A FH F 3T AN A IENFA A T, A R B S §)
11. Y¥dE R F&TH IfUSR & IgAGT 9o 8l

3TCEA- TS f&ar ST § T 38 Thed I HARW@US ToUT & ATHIROT b H
SR feham ST qUr gHehr Teh 9fd AT Alg FART, SToFoTo(HITE HATH-306/20)
Td 3= §afd & & S|
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Employee Name

Decision of the Competent authority

Sr No. | G-P-F. No.
1 2 3

1 |NITU KUMARI WP(S) No- 3883/2019 #ig FHN! S SIRWUS IeT T

110033265458 3T A AT FREUS 3T ST H IR AT

31.07.2024 &I UTRA I AT LPA No-251/2025(Arising
out of WP(S) No- 3883/2019) 3IREUS IoT UG 3T &TH
g TAN F ARGT FIREUS 3Td AT & ORI feedish-
17.02.2026 FT IIRT AT & el § FHRTRIT [etaq
ot forr arar 8-

(i) aeia @eeq T&ar- 1507(HRMS), f&aTh- 28.03.2019,
s carT AAdr g FAN, STOFORO(FITE HATR-306/20),
ceehlellel  3Tael 38R, TherqR, gl Hgasy & Ay
REUS TN Jas (Feftewor, fFgFor v 3rden) fSgsAmaen,
2016 & fAUA-14(vi) & dEd TIIHS THIT & & ddAgare
9 U Hr gus IRRIRAT forar r §, & deifia foear Sar
gl

(i) faeim Fded TEAT-3137(HRMS), f&=TT-02.07.2019,
s gart A\ Aig $A & 3T AFEeT F IHEHd
frar = &, @ faenfa forar Sirar g

SIREUS JoIddTel o 32T H,

Reg IREgT,
THR & T g |
ST §&ar:20060400057

37ef1aTeh, SARWUS ASThIT HEUMHH, Al caRT JhIId va Hfad,
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