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No. 18/3/24.3G3]
From
Tihe Chiei Secretary te Governnont, Haryana.
“Ta

b, All Heads of Departments, Commissioncrs, Ambala,
Hisar, Rohtak and Gurgaon Division.. All Deputy
Comnilssioners and Sub Divisional Ofticers (Civil)
i Hoiryina,

2. The Registar, Pupjab and Haryana High Couvrt, Chandiparh.
Setcd Chindigarh, the 3pd May, 19094,

Subject - Jurdsdiciion of 1he CAT in the matter of diseip Heary action azainst Government servpails.

Sir,

i am divectud ip address you onibe subjcct mentioned above ard to forward herewith a copy
ol OM Ne. 11012/6/94-Estt. (A), dated 28-3-24 received from the Depuiy Sceretary to Goveinment of
India, Ministary of Personal, Public Grievancss and Ponsions (Department of Persornel and Training),
New Deilal, for information 2od guidance.

Yours faithfully,
Sedy-
Under Scererary, General Administration-,
Jor Chiel Seetctary 10 Government, Haivana,

A copy, alongwith @ copy of its enclosure, is forwarded to allthe Financial Cominissioners/Com-
misstonices and Scerclalies 10 Governme iy, Han ana Pop information and guidance

Sd/-
Under Scerciary, Genaal Administration-],
Sor Chief Secretary to Government, Hapyapa,

To
Allthe Fmancial Commissioners,Comns's: loners
gnd Brocliaie: 1o Goverament, Haryana,
L0, Mo, 283/94-50.5] Cated Chandigarh, the 3id May, 1924,

Copy & OM Neo. NO72/6/94-Esti. (A} daid 23.3.94 :oceived from  the Deputy Secrciary to
Goveremen: of Tedia, _Iﬂ_'::q.iry oi Pa ol lf‘-_b.i.; Gl'.'-i:‘-'_alll.:c:i and Pensions i Department of Personnel
and Troiming), New Le'hi addressed to the Cadel Secroarics ol all States,

Suliject = Jurisdiction of the CAT in the matter of Cisciplinary action agpinst Goverpment servants.

The undersigned as divceted 0 polor o ths Dopartment OM No. L1000 2/1/90-Estt. (A dated
JBil Februery, 1990 on the above subjectto de which the ruling of the Supreme Courl in Parma
Manda's case (198D (£} SLR 4105 was eirculated for information of the Ministries/Departments. In
a recent Judpement inthe ¢ae of State Bank of [ndia Vs. Samarendra Kishore Fndow (1934 (1)
SLE 36} the Supreme Cour? bas roiterated the soid rufing that 4 High Court or Tribunal has no
powerto substitute its own ditcevion for that of the authority,

2. In this Judgement the Supreme Courthas observed as under —
Un the quesiion of pupishment, learned counsel for the respondent submitied that the punish-

ment awarded is excessive and that  lesser punishment would meet the epds of Justice.
It may be poticed that the imposition of appropriate punishinent is within the discretion  and
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