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HIGH COURT OF JUDICATURE FOR RAJASTHAN 
AT JODHPUR

S.B. Civil Writ Petition No. 17090/2023

CNR: RJHC010786202023 | URN: CW / 34582U / 2023

Pintu Lal Jat S/o Shri Jamna Lal, Aged About 37 Years, R/o Dev

Vihar, Gulabpura, District- Bhilwara (Rajasthan).

----Petitioner

Versus

1. State  Of  Rajasthan,  Through  The  Secretary,  Local  Self

Department, Jaipur (Rajasthan).

2. The  Director-Cum-Special  Secretary,  Directorate  Local

Self  Department,  Government  Of  Rajasthan,  Jaipur

(Rajasthan).

----Respondents

For Petitioner(s) : Mr. Suniel Purohit

For Respondent(s) : Ms. Meenal Singhvi for Mr. Rajesh 
Panwar, AAG

HON'BLE MR. JUSTICE MUKESH RAJPUROHIT
Order

13/08/2026

1. The matter comes up on Second Stay Petition No.4303/2025

preferred by the petitioner seeking a limited prayer that during

pendency of the writ  petition, the respondent authority may be

directed to consider his case for upcoming promotional post i.e.

Commissioner and issue necessary orders in this regard.

2. At the joint request of learned counsel for both the parties,

the matter is heard finally.

3. This writ petition lays a challenge to the charge-sheet dated

25.06.2021 (Annex.-5) as well as penalty order dated 27.06.2023

(Annex.-8),  passed  by  the  respondent  No.2  –  Director-Cum-

Special  Secretary,  Directorate  of  Local  Self  Department,

Government Of Rajasthan, whereby, while holding the petitioner

guilty for the alleged charge, a penalty of withholding one annual
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grade increment, without cumulative effect, was imposed upon the

petitioner.

4. Heard learned counsel for the parties.

5. Mr.  Suniel  Purohit,  learned  counsel  for  the  petitioner

submitted that petitioner was working on the post of Executive

Officer-IV,  Municipal  Board,  Shahpura,  District-Bhilwara.  He

further  submitted  that  during  tenure  of  his  service,  an

inauguration ceremony of “Modern Toilets” under RURIP Phase-II

Scheme was scheduled to be held on 05.03.2020.  The Municipal

Board, Shahpura vide invitation letter dated 02.03.2020, invited

and  sought  acceptance  of  the  local  M.L.A.  of  Shahpura

constituency  in  respect  of  the  above  ceremony.  He  further

submitted that due to some miscommunication or inadvertence at

the  part  of  the  petitioner,  which  was  not  intentional,  the  local

M.L.A. could not attend the inauguration ceremony and the same

was concluded in the presence of other invited dignitaries, officials

and  the  general  public,  however,  the name of  the  local  M.L.A.

Shahpura  was  mentioned  on  the  laying  foundation  stone

(inscription).  Thereafter, the local M.L.A. filed a complaint before

the Hon’ble Minister, Local Self Department for not inviting him in

the inauguration ceremony and non-reflecting his name and the

name of the Member of the Lok Sabha on the laying foundation

stone (inscription). He further submitted that while acting upon

the aforesaid complaint, the respondent No.2 placed the petitioner

under  suspension  w.e.f.  07.03.2020  in  contemplation  of

Department Enquiry under Rule 16 of the Rajasthan Civil Services

(Classification, Control & Appeal) Rules, 1958 (hereinafter referred
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to as “the Rules of 1958”).  Thereafter on 02.06.2020, aforesaid

suspension order was revoked.

6. Learned counsel contended that on the basis of the aforesaid

complaint,  the  respondent  -  Local  Self  Department  sought  an

explanation from petitioner on 24.06.2020 to which petitioner filed

his detailed reply-cum-explanation dated 09.07.2020 while giving

explanation  on  the  matter.  After  considering  petitioner’s  reply-

cum-explanation, the respondents-authorities found the petitioner

not guilty for the so called incident. 

7. Learned counsel  argued that  in  spite  of  the fact  that  the

respondents-authorities found the petitioner not guilty of the so

called incident, at the instance of Hon’ble Minister of Local Self

Department, the respondent No.2-Director-Cum-Special Secretary,

Directorate  Local  Self  Department  issued  a  charge-sheet  dated

25.06.2021 to the petitioner under Rule 16 of the Rules of 1958.

In  the  statement  of  charge,  one  charge  levelled  against  the

petitioner was in connection with not inviting the M.L.A. Shahpura

for the inauguration ceremony and for non-mentioning his name in

the laying foundation stone (inception).  He further submitted that

in  the  detailed  reply  dated  05.07.2021,  petitioner  specifically

denied the charges levelled against him and prayed for dropping

the disciplinary proceedings against him. The competent authority,

after considering the reply and the material available on record,

found the petitioner not guilty of the charge and proposed to drop

the  proceedings  against  the  petitioner  (which  was  later  on

approved  by  the  higher  authorities  of  Local  Self  Department),

which is evident from perusal of the note-sheets, received by the
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petitioner  under  the  Right  to  Information  Act,  2005  which  is

reproduced as under:-
“Jh tkV }kjk layXu fd;s x;s nLrkostksa ls muds bl dFku
dh iqf"V gksrh gS fd ekuuh; fo/kk;d egksn; dks uxj ikfydk
v/;{k ,oa vf/k'kklh vf/kdkjh ds la;qä gLrk{kjksa ls vkea=.k
i=  tkjh  fd;k  x;k  FkkA  ;g  Hkh  fopkj.kh;  rF;  gS  fd
QwyMksy esys esa dkQh yksxksa ds vkus dh laHkkouk ds e/;sutj
tufgr esa bu vk/kqfud 'kkSpky;ksa dk yksdkiZ.k vko';d FkkA
ekuuh; fo/kk;d egksn; ls vf/k'kklh vf/kdkjh }kjk bl ckcr
nwjHkk"k ij laidZ djus dk ç;kl fd;k x;k ysfdu dfri;
rduhdh leL;k vkSj ekuuh; fo/kk;d egksn; ds fo/kkulHkk esa
gksus ds dkj.k laidZ ugha gks ik;kA 
Jh fiUVwyky tkV ds }kjk fn;s x;s tokc@Li"Vhdj.k ls ;g
Kkr gksrk gS fd bl çdj.k ds leLr rF;ksa ls ikfydk v/;{k
,oa Lo;a muds }kjk ekuuh; ea=h egksn; dks O;fäxr:i ls
voxr djk;s tkus ij gh çkFkhZ dks fuyEcu ls cgky djrs gq,
uxj  ikfydk]  xqykciqjk  esa  vf/k'kklh  vf/kdkjh  ds  in  ij
inLFkkfir fd;k x;k gSA 
oLrqfLFkfr ;g gS fd gkykafd vf/k'kklh vf/kdkjh Jh fiUVwyky
tkV dh ekuuh; fo/kk;d egksn; dks vkeaf=r ugha fd;k tk;s]
,slh dksbZ tku&cw> dj dh xbZ ea'kk ;k nqHkkZouk çrhr ugha
gksrh gSA rFkkfi mUgsa  Hkfo"; esa  ekuuh; tuçfrfuf/kx.kksa  ds
lEeku vkSj mudh Hkkoukvksa dk iwjk /;ku j[krs gq, rFkk bl
lEcU/k esa jkT; ljdkj }kjk le; le; ij tkjh fn'kk funsZ'kksa
dh iw.kZr;k ikyuk lqfuf'pr djrs gq, dk;Z djus rFkk ,sls
fdlh —R; dh iqujko`fr ugha djus ds funsZ'k nsrs gq, çdj.k
dk fuLrkj.k fd;s tkus ij fopkj fd;k tk ldrk gSA 
gkykafd Jh fiUVwyky tkV jktLFkku uxj ikfydk ç'kklfud
lsok esa  vf/k'kklh vf/kdkjh&kkk Js.kh  ds  vf/kdkjh  gSa  ftuds
fuyEcu]  cgkyh ,oa  vuq'kklfud dk;Zokgh ckcr fu.kZ; dh
vf/kdkfjrk  foHkkxk/;{k&funs'kd  egksn;  dks  çkIr  gS  fdUrq
çLrqr çdj.k esa Jh fiUVwyky dk dk fuyEcu@vuq'kklfud
dk;Zokgh] fuyEcu ls cgkyh ,oa vf/k'kklh vf/kdkjh xqykciqjk
ds in ij inLFkkiu  lEcU/kh funsZ'k ekuuh; ea=h egksn; ds
Lrj ij  çkIr  gq,  gSa]  vr%  Jh  fiUVwyky tkV }kjk  çLrqr
Li"Vhdj.k  ds  vk/kkj  ij  çdj.k  ekuuh;  ea=h  egksn;  ds

voyksdukFkZ ,oa fu.kZ;kFkZ fHktok;k tkuk mfpr gksxkA ”

8. Learned  counsel  for  the  petitioner  contended  that  the

petitioner  was  bonafide  in  making  arrangement  of  the

inauguration  ceremony  and  there  was  no  ill  intention  of  the

petitioner in the incident occurred, however, due to inadvertence

or  some  miscommunication,  the  mistake  occurred.  He  also

submitted  that  after  thorough  enquiry  into  the  matter,  the

(Uploaded on 21/08/2026 at 05:30:36 PM)

(Downloaded on 23/08/2026 at 01:37:51 AM)



                
[2026:RJ-JD:39869] (5 of 7) [CW-17090/2023]

respondents-authorities proposed to drop the proceedings against

petitioner.  However, when the matter was referred to the Hon’ble

Minister, a remark was made by the Hon’ble Minister, which reads

as under:-

“fVIi.kh ¼dzfeZd½
iSjk 104@N esa tokc iw.kZ larks’ktud ugha ekuk gS] rks ek= psrkouh
fn;s tkus dk dksbZ vkSfpR; ugha gSA ,d osru o`f) vlap;h izHkko ls

jksdus dk n.M fn;k tkos”

9. It is argued by learned counsel for the petitioner that the

Hon’ble Minister has no role to play in this matter, when specific

Departmental Enquiry has been conducted and the respondents-

authorities  found  the  petitioner  not  guilty  of  the  charge  and

proposed to drop the proceedings against him, however, on the

basis of the remark made by the Hon’ble Minister, the impugned

order was passed.  

10. Learned counsel further submitted that a Coordinate Bench

of this Court vide order dated 21.02.2025, while issuing notice of

the  second  stay  application,  directed  the  Review  Departmental

Promotion Committee to consider petitioner’s case for promotion

and keep petitioner’s  result  in  a  sealed  cover  and produce the

result  of  the review DPC before the Court on the next date of

hearing.  He further submitted that at the time of hearing of the

first stay application, a Coordinate Bench of this Court vide order

dated 04.12.2023 also stayed the effect and operation of the order

dated 27.06.2023,  passed by the respondent No.2 – Director-

Cum-Special  Secretary,  Directorate  Local  Self  Department,

Government Of Rajasthan.

11. Learned  counsel  for  the  petitioner  contended  that  after

giving  three  opportunities,  no  result  of  review  DPC  has  been
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produced  till  today.  He,  therefore,  prayed  that  considering  the

overall facts and circumstances of the case, the impugned penalty

order may be quashed and set aside.

12. Per  contra,  Ms.  Meenal  Singhvi,  assistant  to  Mr.  Rajesh

Panwar,  learned  Additional  Advocate  General,  submitted  that

petitioner committed the mistake of non-inviting the local M.L.A.

in the inauguration ceremony.  She further submitted that after

considering  the  recommendation  of  Hon’ble  Minister,  a  penalty

order  was  passed  against  the  petitioner  and  the  petitioner  is

having  alternative  remedy  of  filing  appeal  against  the  order

imposing penalty and the said remedy has not been exhausted by

him till today. Rather, petitioner has filed the present writ petition,

which is not maintainable. She therefore prayed that this Court

should not interfere in the matter and writ petition be dismissed. 

13. While producing an order dated 10.06.2026, passed by the

Director-Cum-Special  Secretary,  Directorate  Local  Self

Department,  Government  Of  Rajasthan,  Ms.  Singhvi  submitted

that in compliance of the order dated 21.02.2025, passed by a

Coordinate  Bench  of  this  Court,  a  review  committee  was

constituted and the case of the petitioner was also considered for

promotion on the post of Executive Officer-II.  The order dated

10.06.2026 is taken on record. 

14. I  have  considered  the  submission  advanced  by  the  rival

parties and perused the material available on record.

15. It  is  evident  from the  office  notice  17.07.2020  that  after

considering  the  reply/explanation  of  the  petitioner,  the

respondents were of the view that it was not intentional mistake

of the petitioner in not inviting the local  M.L.A. and, therefore,
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they  proposed  to  drop  the  proceedings  against  the  petitioner.

However,  in  spite  of  the  recommendation  for  dropping  the

proceedings, the impugned penalty order was passed only on the

basis of  the recommendation of the Hon’ble Minister concerned

who has no authority for the same.  However, the respondent-

authority has passed the impugned order ignoring the fact that

after completion of departmental enquiry, the entire proceedings

were proposed to be dropped by the respondents. Furthermore,

looking to the service record of the petitioner, he was promoted to

the  post  of  Executive  Officer-II.  Merely,  on  the  basis  of  the

recommendations of the Hon’ble Minister, the penalty order issued

against the petitioner, cannot be held justified.    

16. Having heard learned counsel for the parties; considering the

totality  of  the  facts  and  circumstances  of  the  case;  perusal  of

material available on record and office notes, more specifically the

office note dated 17.07.2020; and communication/ order passed

by the  respondent-Department  dated  10.06.2026,  this  Court  is

inclined to allow the writ petition and quash the penalty order.

17. Accordingly, the writ petition is allowed.  The penalty order

dated  27.06.2023,  passed  by  the  respondent  No.2  –  Director-

Cum-Special  Secretary,  Directorate  Local  Self  Department,

Government Of Rajasthan, is quashed and set aside.

18. The respondents are directed to accord due benefits to the

petitioner. The entire exercise be carried out within a period of six

weeks from the date of submission of a copy of this order.

19. Stay application and pending applications, if any, also stand

dismissed.

(MUKESH RAJPUROHIT),J
71/Ramesh Goyal
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