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ionthle My, Justice U,C. Srivastava, V.C.

: Hon'ble Mg, Usha Suavara, Member (A)
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2 aprlicant was working as 3onior Drawing

Zacher abh the CGovernment Boys School, Mzlviva lacar, Hew

' - . . , - -1 O 193"
- Delhi, I+ is said that he wos =2bsentims from duty*mwa-13J—

in unsutherised rannsr, 5 ohs
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- lic-nt 31.12.1934 n whigch tar:
charce against him((that he ERsY
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he o rul® 7 or S .. 080 n)

h rifused to hand ovar the charg.
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3 of the CC3(Comduct) aules, 1964,
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3. According to the respondents that the copw;
of the doaimenty was given to him and subseguently, he also
L-’?km'u g e Gl i wek e L Lol € cemtar STean Y L.’

demanded certain corwe The apoliicant conteamted the case
and the enguiry officer submitted his report holding

aprlicant guilty. Ths report cf the'enquiry officer

is not -a detailurerort ana the-matter was referred to ths
discirlinary authority. lfhe disciplinary authority gassed
a non—spéakinngrder, that's why the applicant has
é@proached this tribunal.

4, It is not necessary to go into the yleas raised

by the applicant. 3Suffice it to say that so far as the old
charges of the applicant absence is concernsd, ths 3Same

could not have been made,” However, the first absence was
- . . ’ Ly
regularised and this . aspect was a3lso not cons idered as—well

o

a% the enguiry officer or the disciplinary authoritvy, Thayy
W . '
also A not take into consideration that the pleas raised

by the applicant regarding the comvetent® of the discirlinar

authority and the other nlea raised by the applicant, ‘it
K andld ‘;fx *u'._‘ . : _ .
S necessary o disciplinary authourity to pass speaking
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order and have not assigned any reason and have not taken
ot 2o
into consideration the objection raised by the applicant,

as such the application deserves teo be allowed, Aecordingly,

the imrmugned order dated 27.5.1987 is quashed. However,
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the disciplinary authority may consi&er this xx case
again after taking into conzideration the enquiry officer’s
report. The discivlinary authority will take into
cons ideration the pleafraised by the aprlicant and the
’ o _
charge no. 1 was in respect of something which haprened
in thé past which could nct have been included as well‘as
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the quantum punishment will be paszgd a sreaking order

[hid

Let it be done within a yeriod of 3 months from the date
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of communication of this order. Netiee—tothe—gppiicant

forGiving—anoeesortunity of hearing-savy-be—given—too.

The conceguences will follow the reszult of the order.
With these observations, the application is disposed of
finally., Yo order as to the costs,
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