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The applicant was appﬂlﬂted aa-@ﬁﬁgﬁﬂggﬁ

bEf,19§2 in the office of Enntrall&n :uibmﬁﬁh“ﬁ

on 21st Decem
i T "' ‘1

nccount (Rir Force),Dehradun.

1979 the applicant was ayarded ver
hetueen

the adverse remarks for the parlnd /& 1979 and 1980 «

applicant made a repraaantatlan against the sama but aa&éah?f:,;;;
‘o him he received no reply to the said Bapraaantatiani’ﬁﬁﬁi;'“

applicant again made a representation and also sought peraanaf

meeting. 1he applicant then moved an application for seeking

nal interview in respect of his

rejected

.he permission for pfrso
“ut the request of the applicant was
.1 .81 for act of

grievances .

and he received a chargesheet dated 12

mis concuct and mis behaviour and a minor penalty was given' -

The applicant mede @ repressntetiafl eSSt

to the applicant.
m from Bareilly %B :fg

the ssid pena.ty. AD order transfering hi

8-rrackpore was passed on 9th Feb.,1981 . Tthe applicant

received this transfer order under protest and no time was

s1lowed to him For handing over the charge. He sent his

gsentation against this transfer order to the Bnﬂtrd&banw

General of Defence Accounts,New Delhi in this behblf . S & ﬂnfLJ_,

n behalf of the appltaant is &ﬁ}-ffn
L
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that one of the pleagtaken o

no one cowld ke transferred during the pendemscy of the

As a result of departmental
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Lo s

cepartmental proceedings,
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but he filed to rapant Far qj g P
anauthnrlsadly absant to the ﬂuhyﬁh ﬁfgﬁ?%gLyﬁhi,'~
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took place against the applléant &E:EﬁT;f;f;i%qgﬁ@;mw
authority held the applicant to be guilty régﬁ% ﬂ
report of the Inguiry Officer and awarded bhmmgyjfi
reducing his pay by tuo stages for one year uxtﬁuaﬂuuﬂfrﬂw
afFént.' The applicant filed an appeal ag;xnst tha*&amamé;}x
the appeal uas not-disposed df.. The applicant Filad d N
urit Pefitiun hefore the High Court of Judicature at S
Allahbbad which has been transferred to this Tribunal .

Subs equently the appeal was 2130 dismissede

2. 1t has been contended on behalf of the applicant k!

that he was transferred from Bareilly to BarrackpoI® and 1 .
not be merely 1 3

the transfer order could/passed t/because the dapartmantal 1 %

nroceedings W3S panding against him and ultimately the eals

transfer order was cancelled and he was transferred to ' L

Dehradun. During all this period as he dednot attend the
office his absence could not be treated to be unauthorised.
The applicant has also tried to challenge the dapartmantal
nroceedings on the ground that relevant documents were not

qiven, We are not satisfied with this plea because in the

departmental proceedings the relevant documents are not _fﬁ' L,h_g

nesded. It was a case which should have baan decided on ‘ﬁi'ﬂ

the basis of the do~uments which are auailahlt as the
bﬂf charge against him was that nn&uithstandlrg the Faqt-h&
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yas transferred to Barrackpore® and he did_nnﬁ‘jﬁiﬁgﬁ";f;h'
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Accordingly this applicat ion i,-‘&;' :

to cOSiS .
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23rd April ,1992,Al1ld. .
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