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1. Heard Sri R.K. Qjha, learned Senior Advocate assisted by Ms. Geeta
Saket, learned Advocate holding brief of Sri Shivendu Ojha, learned
counsel for the petitioner and Sri Rahul Sahai, learned Additional Chief
Standing Counsel.

2. A very short point arises for consideration by this Court as to whether
in the matter of exercise of power of review under Rule 14 of the U.P.
Government Servants (Disciplin and Appeal) Rules, 1999, petitioner has
stood discriminated against as review petitions of identically placed two
employees qua final punishment of termination from service, were
allowed whereas the review petition of the petitioner was got dismissed in

a\very cursory manner.

3. Present petitioner Santosh Kumar Pandey was awarded with the final
punishment of dismissal from service which may not have barred the
petitioner from seeking employment in future. From the order of
punishment dated 05.07.2023 brought on record as Annexure No.1 to the
petition, | find that petitioner was held to be guilty of the charges
basicaly for not meeting the charges by submitting reply before the
inquiry officer despite opportunities given to him. The charges were
clamed to have amounted to misconduct within the meaning of
Government Servants Rules, 1956. The charge was that petitioner despite
upon being relieved on 25.06.2018 pursuant to the order of transfer dated
31.05.2018, failed to join at the transferred place and even upon being
served with the notice dated 23.10.2023 to report for duty within three
days, but he failed to report for duty even after six months which affected
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the work of the Government in District Gorakhpur.

4. Since the petitioner failed to submit reply, the charges were held to be
proved and ultimate penalty of dismissal from service was awarded.
Petitioner applied for review of the decison of maor penalty taking
recourse to the provisions contained under Rule 14 of the Discipline and
Appea Rules, 1999 on 05.04.2024 taking a plea that the inquiry officer
proceeded to submit report without fixing any date for oral inquiry to be
held in the matter of disciplinary proceedings drawn as per procedure laid
under Section 7 of the 1999 Rules and further that petitioner was never
paid subsistence alowance and hence the action taken was aso bad
because the petitioner could not have participated in the inquiry for non-
payment of subsistence alowance. Petitioner also referred to certain
letters dated 01.06.2018, 28.06.2018, 11.07.2018, 16.07.2019, 31.07.2019
and 20.08.2019 for short request for examination and cross examination
but the inquiry officer even negated those letters of Joint Development
Commissioner, Gorakhpur dated 16.07.2019 and 01.08.2019. It is claimed
that while the inquiry officer took notice of the two letters dated
16.07.2019 and 01.08.2019 but did not fix any date. Admittedly, it is a
case where major penalty has been imposed and hence the Rules laying
down the procedure, to be specific Rule 7 of 1999 Rules were required to
be followed as the inquiry officer holds position of an adjudicatory
authority. Inquiry officer is bound in law to evaluate and appreciate the
evidence available before it and to record evidence of the delinquent
employee as well as of the departmental witness qua the charges before it
comes to conclude that delinquent charged officer was guilty of the

charges.

5. Upon perusal of the inquiry report that has been brought on record
along with the show cause notice as Anneuxre No0.15 to the petition there
IS no recital to the effect that any date, time and place was fixed for the

petitioner to appear before him to get his statement recorded.
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6. It appears that inquiry officer acted more in haste to comply with the
directions of the State authority contained in the letter dated 04.07.2019
and the directions of the High Court dated 28.05.2019 to conclude the
inquiry instead of holding inquiry as per procedure meant and prescribed
for under Rule 7 of the Rules 1999. It appears that inquiry officer led to
conclude that non-reply to the chargesheet would amount to acceptance of

the guilt and hence it will result in indicting charged officer ipso facto.

7. | am afraid, thisis not the law applicable to disciplinary proceedingsin
service jurisprudence where the proceedings are governed under statute

rule.

8. In the case of Salahuddin Ansari v. State of U.P. & others, (2008) (4)
ADJ 58, the Court has very clearly held that oral inquiry is sine gua non in
matter of disciplinary proceedings if drawn against the delinquent employee
for mgjor penalty. This Court in the case of Kishor Kumar v. State of U.P.
and others (Writ - A No.- 10177 of 2019) decided on 9th October, 2023 has
held vide paragraph 12 thus:

"12. In my above view, | find support in the division bench judgment of this Court in
the case of Salahuddin Ansari vs. Sate of UP & ors; 2008 (4) ADJ 58, wherein the
Bench has relied upon an earlier division bench judgment in the case of Subhash
Chandra Sharma vs. Managing Director & anr, MANU/UP/0757/1999 in which it
was held that imposition of penalty in the nature of major penalty without holding
inquiry was bad. The said judgment came to be affirmed by Supreme Court in SLP as
the SLP against the judgment stood dismissed on 16.08.2000. Citing the aforesaid
judgment and another judgment of the Supreme Court in the case of State of UP & anr
vs. T.P. Lal Sivastava; 1997 (1) LLJ 831, the Divison Bench in the case of
Salahuddin Ansari (supra) vide paragraphs 11, 13 and 14, held thus:

"11. A Division Bench of this Court in Subhash Chandra Sharma Vs. Managing
Director & another, 2000 (1) U.P.L.B.E.C. 541, considering the question as to

whether holding of an oral inquiry is necessary or not, held that if no oral inquiry is
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held, it amounts to denial of principles of natural justice to the delinquent employee.
The aforesaid view was reiterated in Subhash Chandra Sharma Vs. U.P. Cooperative
Soinning Mills & others, 2001 (2) UPLBEC 1475 and Laturi Sngh Vs. U.P. Public
Service Tribunal & others, Writ Petition No. 12939 of 2001, decided on 06.05.2005.

13. The aforesaid exposition of law makes it clear that the delinquent employee has a
right to defend himself at different stages. When the charge sheet is served upon him,
he has a right to submit his reply and in case he does not submit reply, that itself
would not amount to admission of guilt or that the charge stand proved. If the
allegations are serious and may result in major penalty, the disciplinary authority
may appoint Inquiry Officer. Such Inquiry Officer, thereafter would have to fix a date
for oral evidence. At this stage the delinquent employee has a right to participate in
the oral inquiry, examine witnesses, if produced by the department, and after the
evidence of the department is completed, the delinquent employee may produce
evidence in his defence. During the course of oral inquiry, the delinquent employee
has right to participate at every stage and date and if there is any failure in
participation on one or more occasions, the Inquiry Officer cannot deny him
participation from the subsequent stage. The delinquent employee can participate at
subsequent other stage also. The Inquiry Officer, after completion of oral inquiry, will
submit its report after discussing the entire material and if any charge is proved, the
disciplinary authority shall supply a copy of the inquiry report to the delinquent

employee and he would again have a right to submit reply to the inquiry report.

14. Non holding of oral inquiry, therefore, is a serious flaw which vitiates the entire

disciplinary proceeding including the order of punishment.”

9. Thus adisciplinary proceeding qua charges that may invite major penalty,
in the absence of oral inquiry is per se bad and, therefore, any consequential
action pursuant thereto is liable to be held void ab initio. In other words, the
Courts hold that in the matters where the rule contemplates full fledged
inquiry inclusive of oral inquiry even in the cases where the replies to the
chargesheet have not been submitted, it is imperative on the part of the

inquiry officer to hold oral enquiry and, therefore, in the absence of ora
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enquiry, inquiry report if submitted, it deserves to be quashed and so also the
resultant action. In the case of Satyendra Singh v. State of U.P. and
another, 2024 SCC OnLine SC 3325, the Supreme Court vide paragraphs
13, 14, 15 and 16 has held thus:

"13. This Court in a catena of judgments has held that the recording of evidence in a
disciplinary proceeding proposing charges of a major punishment is mandatory.
Reference in this regard may be held to Roop Sngh Negi v. Punjab National Bank
(2009) 2 SCC 570 and Nirmala J. Jhala v. Sate of Gujarat (2013) 4 SCC 301.

14. In the case of Roop Singh Negi (supra), this Court held that mere production of
documents is not enough, contents of documentary evidence have to be proved by

examining witnesses. Relevant extract thereof reads as under:?

"14. Indisputably, a departmental proceeding is a quasi-judicial proceeding. The
enquiry officer performs a quasi-judicial function. The charges levelled against the
delinquent officer must be found to have been proved. The enquiry officer has a
duty to arrive at a finding upon taking into consideration the materials brought on
record by the parties. The purported evidence collected during investigation by the
investigating officer against all the accused by itself could not be treated to be
evidence in the disciplinary proceeding. No withess was examined to prove the said
documents. The management witnesses merely tendered the documents and did not
prove the contents thereof. Reliance, inter alia, was placed by the enquiry officer on

the FIR which could not have been treated as evidence.

15. We have noticed hereinbefore that the only basic evidence whereupon reliance has
been placed by the enquiry officer was the purported confession made by the appellant
before the police. According to the appellant, he was forced to sign on the said
confession, as he was tortured in the police station. The appellant being an employee
of the Bank, the said confession should have been proved. Some evidence should have
been brought on record to show that he had indulged in stealing the bank draft
book. Admittedly, there was no direct evidence. Even there was no indirect evidence.

The tenor of the report demonstrates that the enquiry officer had made up his mind to
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find him guilty as otherwise he would not have proceeded on the basis that the offence

was committed in such a manner that no evidence was | eft.

19. The judgment and decree passed against the respondent in Narinder Mohan Arya
case [(2006) 4 SCC 713 : 2006 SCC (L& S) 840] had attained finality. In the said suit,
the enquiry report in the disciplinary proceeding was considered, the same was held
to have been based on no evidence. The appellant therein in the aforementioned
situation filed a writ petition questioning the validity of the disciplinary proceeding,
the same was dismissed. This Court held that when a crucial finding like forgery was
arrived at on evidence which is non est in the eye of the law, the civil court would
have jurisdiction to interfere in the matter. This Court emphasised that a finding can

be arrived at by the enquiry officer if there is some evidence on record..."

15. Same view was reiterated in Sate of Uttar Pradesh v. Saroj Kumar Snha (2010) 2
SCC 772, wherein, this Court held that even in an ex-parte inquiry, it is the duty of the
Inquiry Officer to examine the evidence presented by the Department to find out
whether the unrebutted evidence is sufficient to hold that the charges are proved. The

relevant observations made in Saroj Kumar Snhal3 are as follows: -

"28. An inquiry officer acting in a quasi-judicial authority is in the position of an
independent adjudicator. He is not supposed to be a representative of the
department/disciplinary authority/Government. His function is to examine the
evidence presented by the Department, even in the absence of the delinquent official
to see as to whether the unrebutted evidence is sufficient to hold that the charges
are proved. I n the present case the aforesaid procedure has not been observed. Since
no oral evidence has been examined the documents have not been proved, and could
not have been taken into consideration to conclude that the charges have been

proved against the respondents.
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33. As noticed earlier in the present case not only the respondent has been denied
access to documents sought to be relied upon against him, but he has been condemned
unheard as the inquiry officer failed to fix any date for conduct of the enquiry. In
other words, not a single witness has been examined in support of the charges
levelled against the respondent. The High Court, therefore, has rightly observed that
the entire proceedings are vitiated having been conducted in complete violation of
the principles of natural justice and total disregard of fair play. The respondent
never had any opportunity at any stage of the proceedings to offer an explanation

against the allegations made in the charge-sheet.”

16. In the case of Nirmala J. Jhala (supra, this Court held that evidence recorded in a
preliminary inquiry cannot be used for a regular inquiry as the delinquent is not
associated with it and the opportunity to cross-examine persons examined in

preliminary inquiry is not given. Relevant extract thereof reads as under:-

"42. A Constitution Bench of this Court in Amalendu Ghosh v. North Eastern Railway
[AIR 1960 SC 992], held that the purpose of holding a preliminary inquiry in respect
of a particular alleged misconduct is only for the purpose of finding a particular fact
and prima facie, to know as to whether the alleged misconduct has been committed
and on the basis of the findings recorded in preliminary inquiry, no order of
punishment can be passed. It may be used only to take a view as to whether a regular
disciplinary proceeding against the delinquent is required to be held.

43. Smilarly in Champaklal Chimanlal Shah v. Union of India [AIR 1964 SC 1854] a
Congtitution Bench of this Court while taking a similar view held that preliminary
inquiry should not be confused with regular inquiry. The preliminary inquiry is not
governed by the provisions of Article 311(2) of the Constitution of India. Preliminary
inquiry may be held ex parte, for it is merely for the satisfaction of the Government
though usually for the sake of fairness, an explanation may be sought from the
government servant even at such an inquiry. But at that stage, he has no right to be
heard as the inquiry is merely for the satisfaction of the Government as to whether a

regular inquiry must be held. The Court further held as under : (AIR p. 1862, para 12)
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"12. ... There must therefore be no confusion between the two enquiries and it is only
when the government proceeds to hold a departmental enquiry for the purpose of
inflicting on the government servant one of the three major punishments indicated in
Article 311 that the government servant is entitled to the protection of that article [,

nor prior to that]."

44. In Narayan Dattatraya Ramteerthakhar v. Sate of Maharashtra [(1997) 1 SCC
299 : 1997 SCC (L& S) 152 : AIR 1997 SC 2148] this Court dealt with the issue and
held as under:

"... a preliminary inquiry has nothing to do with the enquiry conducted after issue of
charge-sheet. The preliminary enquiry is only to find out whether disciplinary enquiry
should be initiated against the delinquent. Once regular enquiry is held under the
Rules, the preliminary enquiry loses its importance and, whether preliminary enquiry
was held strictly in accordance with law or by observing principles of natural justice

of (sic) nor, remains of no consequence.”

45. In view of the above, it is evident that the evidence recorded in preliminary
inquiry cannot be used in regular inquiry as the delinquent is not associated with it,
and opportunity to cross-examine the persons examined in such inquiry is not

given. Using such evidence would be violative of the principles of natural justice.

(emphasis supplied)

10. The principle of compliance of prescribed procedure and to act in the
same manner as prescribed under the rules, is awell settled legal position in
matters of discharge of duties by administrative authorities. In the case of
Tata Chemical Ltd. v. Commissioner of Customs (2015) 11 SCC 628 and
Krishna Rai v Banaras Hindu University (2022) 8 SCC 713, it has been
held that when a procedure is laid down to do a thing then it should be done

in that manner alone.

11. Now turning to the order of review which isimpugned in this petition,

| find that like petitioner, one Arvind Kumar Jain was also held guilty of
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the charges and upon review being preferred by him, the Governor has
been pleased to review the decision of termination from service by only
recording a finding to the effect that upon perusal of records, he finds that
case for termination of service was not made out. The relevant paragraph
of the order passed at the behest of the Governor dated 14.02.2024 is

reproduced hereinunder:

IR YT AT

U1 faehre SIT-1 HAT-R-55/38-1-2024-560/2018

Na3,; fedie 14 weast, 2024

FAI-ATT

oft 3RS FAR S, dchlcl= IURGTH (I ASAIR), SUG il FHIfd "HaT I & faeg
e & HEATAd AT G 21.06.2018 FRT TFART Fed gY UG (9H ASHIR), Fial &
U& TR AT TR T SR 3T, IR fdehrd o ol fieh 25.06.2018 §RT e o faar
T, TR 31k )T 3tk UG WR ARG =Tel fohdl TATI @RT 06 HIg Sl 7 ol AdId i+ &
I Y T AT & T W ARSI T A e & T ae & wrafdd 919 d@en-am
-280/38-1-2019-560/2018, f&iieh 20.02.2019 gRT FHfreid &Y ARIE(eh Hridrel dieed
A g WYh ATGh (TATEH), U1 faehrd ol ST AfeRY A1fAd o AT & Teh A= U

TeAT-31R-281(1)/38-1-2019-560/2018, ferieh 20.02.2019 gRT 3R U= fiq fomar

2- dchH H Hg<h HATGTh (ULITEH), U faeh gRT 31U U3l §&1-4039/do%o [ FHodlo (WT

0)/2019-20, feiie 26.08.2019 GRT STid AT IUcisy et T, fSod et stferl 1
ARG Ryt qui w0 & g uran 1 fag o 1 RIU & Ty 7 A o U AT
-1456/38-1-2019-560/2018 faier 18.09.2019 GRT HURT HAERRT 9it 3Rfd=3 FHR S Al
AT AN T, TehH | AUART AR o U5 i 03.01.2020 GRT 3TeATde Iuctsd

ERIRISIN

3- AUERT AR & fovg dRuA srmae Hriae # Ioho Tidh JaT STERT, TANRTS &l
FeHfd & IWI= (&g U T AR, Ifeh GRT AU UG AR, Shctodll ol (8Igdeh Hde 7
e, o T fexm el 1 e A A Ud et STRROT Hawraett & e a6 Ok Ieced
Rl ST 2 AT o HRITT AT TEAT-553/38-1-2021-560/2018, faHih 05.08.2021 gRT
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off SRfa= FHR S ! "TaT FHI" T g0 T |

4- & & Ih QST & fawg ot S gRT Y Ucdmded fadish 12.10. 2023 gRT Iolo
TRAN Hah (AJE U AUTe) TAawraedl-1999 & Fam-14 & s=aiid gafdee (Re) o
ST @1 SR foRdT T qe ot SRfdws AR S gRT Hlo 3o Ao, @@ od d Re
TRl TEAT-24842/2021 3Rfd=3 HHR S SHH IJoTo AT J 3= AfSid ol 7T, fored Ao
I AT g1 fieh 02.01.2024 ! GaTE o YTd UTRd TG I wriehRl LT fHerad &

"In view of the above, without entering into merits of the case and with the consent of
learned counsel for the parties, Respondent No.1 (Additional Chief Secretary, Rural
Development, Civil Secretariat, U.P. Lucknow) is directed to consider and decide the
Review Application dated 12.10.2023 pending against him in accordance with law
expeditiously, say within a period of six weeks from the date certified copy of this

order is placed before him.

With the aforesaid, the writ petition stands disposed of."

Hlo IeT T o Ich QL & HAUTe H o 3Rfd=< FAR S g1 faAieh 06.01.2024 i
TH: HeATder QE H T feharm

5- ULl UeheUT § HTo I ~ATATAd g7 TR 3tk 3M1esr fodias 02.01.2024 12.10. & &8
H g AR gRT Iuetsd T T It Ued1ded oAt 2023 ud 06.01.2024 T
QAT H IUCTSH Al AT qAT 3T A ATNAG! o TAEIUNIRT T 7 foh o4
TRfercar afvag &t Hegfa ueder wiva F=a TFT idl af 31aT & off 99 & fawg " &
HATRA" T GUSTELT Tied fRd ST T ST 78 Sca=1 il 36 & BT JoHo |
I (AT T dteT) FAaamaett-1999 & Faw-14 F et @i AR mas
&% ST T GE&AT-553/38-1-2021-560/2018, oA 05.08.2021 EIRT U™ STTAHRT
TR AR v " Jar FHIRG" it St AT TagRT THIE Hedl g

(emphasis added)

12. In the matter of one Adesh Kumar, | find, when he preferred a review
taking a plea that order of maximum penalty deserved to be reviewed and
on the basis of the medical papers, his absence from leave between the
period 23.09.2014 and 01.10.2015 be condoned as leave without pay,
review came to be allowed. Vide paragraph 5, the reason to review the

order terminating the service of that Adesh Kumar in the order of review
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dated 06.09.2023 is reproduced hereinunder:

"4- IGRT AR off S FHR GRT A0 TeTde feieh 31.07.2023 (gRT 3ATIH, I
9T, JoTo & U T&AT-2270/TA10W0/2023 feieh 04.08.2023) & HTEAH & IWIh 3US
T fohd T & Traey B qAfdaR fRd S ud ar faee favmr & divee el o
SR o T 81 WA WehROT H ST TR GRT 3Ty ST T 37k UeTded fedieh
31.07.2023 U4 Uldell § IUsY ST AR dAT A= G ATHIE! hl TRIeh YAeqor fema
AT ISR 36 e B Sfewied Iehl MRifehada faaerdr & ruT Jire et &
T FEset qed / el TR HIHE™ GBIVl ST §U Joo HXEhI! Hdeh (U Ud 37dTen)
faHEett 1999 & FH-14 & 3=ivid YHIGUR R AET o hEied A9 HeAl-178/38-1-
2021-3563/2017 féAie 16.06.2021 FRT SUE SAERRT TR ARG Us dd1 § &eH S
fosg & Ja1 & FRfed T8 ohear 8" et ot eI uTe UdegRr TETe R 1

5- ot AT FHR, dchlci- @US faehd AR, SHUG JeiaLie? i faie 16.08.2017 &
AT H 3O Ud F Y T@IA B ANGH FRE S Rl AT W H STt & R R
16.08.2017 & 314 deh i 3afy H I freht gfty/ TR & T 78 & 3 orafy A T ot
ALY H G TS / St | (&g, T8l 3 Bl a1 It a9 H I+¥eh g1 {30 T A&l 1 Tt 8|

(emphasis added)

13. Thus, upon perusal of the reasonings assigned in both the orders, |
find that the power of review has been exercised in a most casual manner
just by referring to afact that upon examination of the records and inquiry
report and other connected material, petitioner/review applicant was
found to be genuinely restrained from performing his duties for the period
In question and hence the order deserved to be reviewed, however, in the
case of petitioner where the petitioner had taken specific plea that oral
inquiry was not held as per the procedure the reviewing authority hold
that plea was fully met in the inquiry report by the inquiry officer and,

therefore, review deserved to be regjected.

14. The order records that petitioner took the plea that for certain
compelling and unavoidable circumstances, he could not have been

reported for duty even upon being transferred, upon which plea the
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inquiry has been conducted and report was submitted and hence
punishment was awarded and that employee once transfer may not have
right of choice posting and that petitioner was guilty of non-compliance
of the transfer orders but rightfully, the inquiry officer instead of deciding
his representations that were made by him on 13.05.2018, 01.06.2018 and
28.06.2018 disciplinary proceeding was instituted against him on
22.02.2019 and the plea further taken by the petitioner that he was not
paid subsistence allowance though referred to in the order but there is no
discussion upon the same, nor there is any consideration thereof more
especially looking to the inquiry report in which there is no discussion of
any material at al. Paragraph 6 of the order impugned is reproduced

hereinunder:

"6- JeiEAT ¢ foh ot TV AR UTUSH o Ixh YATdelich- Tred=T Uit faieh 05.09.2023,
01.02.2024, 05.04.2024 U4 faieh 30.05.2024 W AMET &R R FHI &0 & fa=r fmar
R g ran 71 foh Ik wieden us H U g faeg e 7@ 8, O S stfger) gy stegar
QUSRS UTRA e o Ud STk UTidehrl gRT fa=nfea =1 foma w811 3k sAfdieh ag ot
Y fig ¢ fob AfhiTd GAdTs g 3tch AR UM fohd ST o drdsig sl A=y HHR U1vey
G 37 AGER! 31 IUANT el o 71| IE Reufd off 39 faeg g A emarar & R &
T H Ueh 3 SFIRIA] &l 6 T et 21

(emphasis added)

15. Upon perusal of paragraph 6, it becomes apparent that the authority
has not applied its mind to the review application. What discrimination in
treatment appears to be is that in other two cases of Arvind Kumar Jain
and Adesh Kumar the discretion is exercised without discussing inquiry
report in those two cases and yet imposition of the major penalty has been
reviewed, whereas, in the case of petitioner the order of dismissal from

service without having any adverse impact in future has been maintained.

16. In my considered view, thisis a clear case of the discrimination at the

end of the State while | do not approve the manner in which order dated
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14.02.2024 in the matter of Arvind Kumar Jain and 16.04.2023 in the
matter of Adesh Kumar were passed reviewing the order of penalty, |
equally do not approve the order passed at the behest of the Governor in
the case of petitioner rejecting his review petition | may further observe
that insofar as the Arvind Kumar Jain's case is concerned, he was also
indicted in inquiry by the inquiry officer in the domestic inquiry and State
proceeded to first punish him with the maximum penalty of dismissal
from service like petitioner but it reviewed the penalty in that case. | may
add here that in so far as the petitioner's case is concerned the entire
procedure adopted by the inquiry officer was de hors the rules and hence,
| quash the order passed at the behest of the Governor dated 09.11. 2024
and so also the order passed by the disciplinary authority imposing major
penalty upon the petitioner dated 05.07.2023, the respondents are directed
to give similar treatment as given to the petitioner Arvind Kumar Jain by

reinstating petitioner in service.

17. However, in the event respondents decide to hold inquiry afresh in the
matter of petitioner then the respondents should also review its order
dated 14.04.2024 passed in the matter of Arvind Kumar Jain. So far asthe
payment of salary is concerned petitioner's period of service may be
treated towards the post retirement dues and other dues including notional
benefit etc. but petitioner would be entitled for condoning the same as

leave without pay.

18. Appropriate order shall be passed by the appropriate authority within

two months from the date of production of certified copy of this order.

Order Date:- 9.7.2025
SA.

Digitally signed by :-
SALMAN AHMAD
High Court of Judicature at Allahabad
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