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I'N THE SUPREME COURT OF | NDI A
Cl VI L APPELLATE JURI SDI CTI ON

Cl VIL APPEAL NO. 2244 OF 2005

M R SI DDl QUI .. APPELLANT( s)
Ver sus
STATE OF U. P. AND OTHERS .. RESPONDENT( s)
with

ClVIL APPEAL NO. 2245 COF 2005

ALLAHABAD H GH COURT THR | TS REG STRAR .. APPELLANT( s)
GENERAL
Ver sus
M R SI DD QU AND ORS. .. RESPONDENT( s)
ORDER

The appellant - MR Siddiqui (hereinafter
to be referred as "delinquent") while working as
Additional District Judge in the State of Uttar
Pradesh was served with t he char ge- sheet

contai ning two charges which read as under:

(i) That you on 23.10.1992, while
working as Vth Additional District
Judge, Kanpur Nagar decided O S. No.
537 of 1984 Jai Narayan Parasranpuria
and others vs. Snt. Pushpa Devi
Sarraf and others and decreed the
suit for specific performance of the
agreenent against the material on
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record on extraneous consideration
and you thereby committed serious
illegality in decreeing the suit and
thus failed to maintain absol ute
integrity and devotion to duty and
comm tted m sconduct within t he
meani ng of Rule 3 of the U P.

Gover nment Servants Conduct Rul es,
1956.

ii) That you on 23.10.1992, while
working as Vth Additional District

Judge, Kanpur Nagar in deciding O S.

No. 537 of 1984 Jai Nar ayan
Par asranmpuria and others vs. Snt.



Pushpa Devi Sar r af and ot hers
comrmitted a serious illegality in
directing premat ur e delivery of
possession in favour of plaintiffs

Jai Narayan Parasranpuria and ot hers

on the basis of decree passed by you

in the aforesaid suit on extraneous

consi derations and thereby failed to

mai ntai n absol ute integrity and
conpl ete devotion to duty and thus
committed nm sconduct within t he

meaning of Rule 3 of the U P
Gover nnent Servants Conduct Rul es,
1956.

2. The I nquiry Oficer was appointed to

conduct an inquiry into the above charges. On

conclusion of the inquiry, the Inquiry Oficer

concluded that first charge is not proved while

the second charge is proved. The Disciplinary

Authority accepted the findings of the Inquiry

O ficer. Si nce charge No. 2 ma; held to be

proved, the Disciplinary Authority recommended

to the Governnent to revert the delinquent to

the rank next bel ow the H gher Judicial Service

of the State of Uttar Pradesh. The Governnent,
accordi ngly, i ssued t he Notification on

20. 2. 2002 reverting the delinquent.

3. The del i nquent chal | enged the Gover nnent
Noti fi cation dat ed 20. 2. 2002 bef ore t he
Al'l ahabad Hi gh Court. The Division Bench of the

H gh Court allowed the wit petition filed by

t he del i nquent and quashed t he Notification
dat ed 20. 2. 2002. However , t he Hi gh Court
directed t hat t he del i nquent shal | not be
entitled to t he enol unent s of t he post of

Additional District Judge for the period during
whi ch he renmined reverted. It is fromthis
order that these appeal s have arisen, one at the

i nstance of the Al | ahabad Hi gh Court through



its Registrar Ceneral on the Adzinistrative Si de

and the other by the delinquent.

4. On a careful consideration of the entire

matter, it appears to us that the first charge

and second char ge are i ntertw ned
i nt erconnect ed. Si nce t he Hi gh Court
adm nistrative side accepted the findings of the

Inquiry Oficer on the first charge that it was

not proved, we are unable to see how second

charge coul d have been held to be proved when

there is no distinct and separate, direct or

indirect or circunstantial evidence proving the

second charge

5. In this view of the matter, the view taken
by t he Di vi si on Bench of t he Al | ahabad
Court that the second charge is not proved

does not call for any interference.
6. Havi ng regard to t he totality of
facts and circunstances of the case, it cannot
be said that the High Courg conmitted any error
in denying to the delinquent t he enol uments of
the post of Additional District Judge for the
peri od during which he renmai ned revert ed.
7. In view of the above, both appeals are
liable to be dism ssed and are disnissed with no

order as to costs.

(SH VA KIRTI SI NGH)

NEW DELHI ;
APRI L 3, 2014.
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SUPREME COURT OF | NDI A
RECORD OF PROCEEDI NGS
CIVIL APPEAL NO(s). 2244 OF 2005

M R SI DDl QUI Appel I ant (s)
VERSUS

STATE OF U.P. & ANR Respondent ( s)

(Wth office report )

WTH Civil Appeal NO 2245 of 2005
(Wth office report)

Dat e: 3/04/2014 These Appeals were called on for hearing today.

CORAM :
HON BLE MR JUSTICE R M LODHA
HON BLE MR, JUSTI CE SHI VA KI RTI Sl NGH
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CA 2245 Manoj Swarup, Adv.
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UPON hearing counsel the Court nmade the foll ow ng
ORDER

Cvil Appeal s are di smissed in terns of si gned
or der. No costs.

(Par deep Kurmar) (Renu Di wan)
Court Master Court Master
[ SI GNED ORDER |'S PLACED ON THE FI LE]



