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ClVIL APPEAL NO 8266 COF 1997@@
[66000000066000000660600000600:
U P. State Road Transport Corporation Appel lant  (s)
VERSUS

Raneshwar Dayal Sharma & Anr. Respondent (s)
( Wth office report )

Date : 14/01/2003 Thi s/ These natter(s) was/were called
on for hearing today.
CORAM :
HON BLE MR JUSTI CE SH VARAJ V. PATIL
HON BLE MR JUSTI CE ARI JI T PASAYAT
For Appellant (s) M. Pradeep M sra, Adv.
For Respondent (s) M. Praveen Swarup, Adv.
M. Prashant Chaudhary, Adv.
Upon hearing counsel the Court nade the foll ow ng
ORDER
........ L......l.......T.......T.......T.......T.......T..........J
. SP2
M. Pradeep M sra, |earned counsel for t he
appel l ant addressed the Court from12.10 AMto 12.20 AM
Thereafter, M. Praveen Swarup, |earned counsel for the

respondents made his subnissions upto 12.30 PM
Argunments concl uded.
The appeal is allowed in terns of the signed order.

No costs.
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(Neena Ver ma) (Shelly Sen Gupta)

Court Master Court Master

Signed order is placed on the file.
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I N THE SUPREME COURT OF I N
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ClVIL APPEAL NO 8266 OF 1997@@



U.P. State Road Transport Corporation .... Appellant
Ver sus
Raneshwar Dayal Sharma & Anr. .... Respondents
OR D E R@@
cceeceece
L....... I T....... T....... T....... T....... T J

Heard the | earned counsel for the parties.

In this appeal, the appellant - Corporation has
questioned the validity and correctness of the order of the
H gh Court of Allahabad dated 02.04.1997 made in Civi
M scel | aneous Wit Petition No.18155 of 1988.

The respondent No.1 was working as a Clerk on
deputation wth U P. State Road Transport Corporation. He
was di smissed fromservice pursuant to a disciplinary action
taken agai nst himon 16.08.1976. He chall enges his order of
di smssal before the U P. Public Service Tribunal. The
Tribunal allowed his claim directing his re-instatenent in
service wth consequential benefits of pay, allowances etc.
However, it reserved liberty to the Corporation to initiate
fresh enquiry, if so desired. The appellant - Corporation
chal | enged the order of Tribunal before the H gh Court. The
Hi gh Court dismssed the wit petition upholding the order
passed by the Tribunal

Learned counsel for the appellant contended that the
Tribunal and the High Court committed an error in accepting
the contention raised on behalf of the respondent no.1 that
the Regional Manager of the Corporation was not the
conpet ent authority to pass the order renoving t he
respondent no.l1 fromservice; before the H gh Court, the
appel lant wanted to produce sonme docunents to support that
the Regional Manager was conpetent to pass the order of
renoval of the respondent no.1 fromservice and the High
Court was also not right in not allowing to produce the
official docunents in support of the contention of the
appel | ant . On the other hand, learned counsel for the
respondent no.1l made submi ssions in support of the inmpugned
or der.

It is clear fromthe letter dated 29th My, 1972
addressed to the Transport Conmi ssioner, U P. Lucknow by
the Deputy Secretary (Transport), U P. Governnent that the
Governor has given his consent for the names of the post of
officers appointed in the Head Ofice of the Transport
Cor por ati on to be re-designated as the nanes gi ven
correspondi ng to t hem Pr esent nane of t he post
corresponded to the Regional Manager (RM as re-designated
Hence, the Regional Manager, after re-designation was
competent to pass the order of renobval of the respondent
no.1, being an appointing authority from29th My, 1972
The respondent no.1 was renoved from service by the order
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dated 12/16-8-1976. Thus, on the date of passing the order
of renoval of the respondent No.1 from service, the Regiona
Manager of the Corporation had jurisdiction to pass the said
order. The contention of the |earned counsel for the
respondent no.1l that the respondent no.1 was on deputation
from Governnent and his services having not been regul arized
in the Corporation, the order of his renoval from service
was not sustainable, cannot be accepted in view of the
judgnent of this Court in Jai Jai Ram & O's. VS. u P. @@
(6660000006600 000006 Ccce
State Road Transport Corporation, Lucknow & Os. [(1996) 4@@
(6666000006600 0000666060000066606000006660600006660600000;

SCC 727]. The sinilar contention raised was rejected in the
sai d case

In view of what is stated above, the inpugned order
passed by the High Court affirm ng the order of the Tribuna
cannot be sustained. Hence, the same is set aside and the
appeal is allowed. No costs.

( ARIJI'T PASAYAT )
New Del hi ,

January 14, 2003.



