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Hon'ble Mr., D.K. Agrawal, J.M. ; © A S
Hon'ble Mr, K, Obayva, A.M, g i P . Ga
(By Hon'ble Mr. D.K. Agrawal, J.M.)

; ol - ﬂ_ 1
Civil Suit No, 10546 ot 1935 1nst1tuted imth

s COUTt ot Munsit city Khﬂpur on transter to the'trihunal
| under section 29 ot A.T, Act ot 1985 was registered as

T.A. No. 1121 ot 1986,

'
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. e s Brietly, the tacts are that the plaintirr
T | while posted as highly skilled grade II Mechanic was :
suspended on 22.8.1981, Charge sheet issued on 4 19 1981, i

and by an order dated 28.8.1984, tte plaintitt was intlictad 1

the_punishment of reduction in pay to the minimum ot sea;a 1

| ,  i.e. &,,330 per month in the pay scale ot k. 330-480. |
-{éi ; .« . The plaintitt preterred an appeal which stilI‘;ﬁﬁé%nsf-“'. 3
| undecided. In view ot tact that .the appeal preterre‘?; nyv-si

the plaintitt has not been decidad. the suit is pmmtum@-{

However, we must observe that it 15 high time tor gxgcutiwu o

authority to realise their part of duty. There is no };'

possible reason tor the appellate authority to k?épipn *j
q?

sopeal pending tor -such a long ¢uration. It has'been
clearly observed by Hon'ble Supreme Court in the case ot
S.S5. Rathoure Vs, Stafe_ot Madhya Pradesh A.I.ﬁianQO pa{?f‘

(10) that ordinarily ajappe al or representation should be

decided within a period ot six months. We are 3urprlsqﬁﬁé*f

that inspite ot the said observation the appeliatﬁﬂ:
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< autharﬁt?-dated 28.8.1984 1nd1cd?“§f hat

ot punishment .Gonsequently the plaintitt pﬁé”ﬁb u.ﬂrugs
- to mnkét‘bhe representation against the rapa::t of er *L}" y
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rcumstances has “E a bpack., We ma
- s wi;‘ :

,"_'..!lasg?na‘t'l'@kon canwﬂso ;&er—;'ﬂf;.

the anqﬁiry officer was not served on thé
the disciplinary authority proceeded to pas§ {ahe 0
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3. In the above background of f acts and circums't I‘
ﬁ'm-. TR -

the suit of the plam'tiff is par‘t.ly allgﬂedi Tive stagu

e
of supply ot copy ot the report ot enqu iry of‘ficert and *

provide an opportunity to the plaintift to meke a
representation against it. The disciplinary authority a@
may thereaftertake adecision to intrlict the pﬂﬂis“mﬁﬂﬁ_ |

- .

it any on the plaintitt. The plaintitt will have a mﬁgh‘k -
to tile an appeal against the decision ot disdip-iinéry' }___
avthority, if so advised. It is thereatter only that the
plaintitt cangpproach us it necessary at all. The pa-ﬂi;s

are lett to bear their own cost.

J.M,
Dated: 13th September,1991
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