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IN THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL
NEW DELHI | <)

® O.A. No.  1296/1988,
: TATNG. : 199

DATE OF DECISION_1.8.1991.

Smt. Krishna Wati Pétitisfer Arplicant

Shri R.L. Sethi . Advocate for the Pétitioner(s):

_Versus
Union of "ndia & Ors, Respondent s

. Mrs. Raj Kumari Chopra Advocate for the Respondent(s)

N

CORAM

The Hon’ble Mr.  JUSTICE U,C.SRIVASTAVA, VICE CHATRMAN
o !

The Hon’ble Mr.  1.P, GUPTA, ADMINISTRATIVE MEMBER

1. Whether Reporters of local papers may be allowed to see the Judgement ?.
2. To be referred to the Reporter or not ?

3.- Whether their Lordships wish to see the fair copy of the Judgement ?

4. Whether it needs to be circulated to other Benches of the Tribunal ?

o]

JUDGEMENT

(Delivered by Hon'ble Mriu.c.
Srivastava, Vice Chairman )

The applicant, a widow, was appointed on

compassionate grounds as Labour B Ticket No.3471/140/Y&E
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on 11.10,1979., It appears that on 30,1.1986, while on
duty some clerk assaulted and beat her resulting in her
fainting and unconsciousness and she was removed in the
Ambulance for treatment., WNo ation was taken against

thé culprit Tap» Raj Singiq, instead, the applicant was
Placed under suspension on 31,1.1936 and the false amd
flimsy charges wers frémed against her and five charges -

in this behalf wers levelled against her. The applicant
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did not file any defence statement but she iid appear

in the enquiry and she was an illiterate lady and
proceedings wers conducted in language which was beyond her
comprehension and that defence statement was not recorded
and copies of statasment by which charges were framed

were not provided Eo he#. The Inguiry Officer thereafter

recorded a f£inding and held that some of the charges
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against the applicant»were proved and as a result disciplina
authority removed her £rom szrvice. The applicant £ilad
an appeal before the appéllate authority and requssted
that she may be given a personal hearing and her appeal
was dismissed which, according to her, was a nen-speaking .
order. It appears that copy of Inquiry Repqrt was not
given to her before punishment but it was given to her
along=-with the punisbhment crder.

'2. The order rejecting the appeal is a non-speaking
order., The applicant made certein complaints égaimst the
enquiry proceedings and Inguiry Officerfs report was not
given to her, -In the fitness of things, the appellate
authority should have given her a personal hearing as she
was Qi@ow and was appointed on compassionate grounds and
she was not able to file her defence Staiement. The
appellate authority should have considered the plea of the
applicant, obviously.

3. In tﬁe circumstances, the impugned ordera dated
93.87 and 2.7.87 deserve to be quashed and we direct that
the applicant bé given a personal hearing and if any-
punishment is to be ;warded, the procedure according to
rules should be followed with due opportunity to the
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applicant to present her case,
4, Respondents to comply with the above directions

within a period of three menths taking into consideration
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the facts of the cas

di rection.

There will be no order as to cos

£ A’
(I.P.GUPTA)
MEMBER(A)

Le8+%1e

(53]

-

ana

the observation made in

{UCERIVASTAVA
VIOE CHAIRMAN
1.8.51.
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