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1. Whether Reporters of local papers may be sllﬂyad &
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in Signal and Te m::um:matiﬂn De

at Fatehgarh.

2% hcoording to the applicant hﬂ;bﬁlihgg

Kb . family. He found that the fAe!l lmay Employees ﬁﬁnwd&ﬂ}_du
el T ~ active

ﬁ:*%,I  SeE Uniong, He hed takanfpart in various ﬁgtiuitiaa. He Hﬁ&;
= :
i3 names of Pew persons who were epemically, want to t-fiupna;a ﬁl”-
¢ So lnng as one party and a partisular party Enuarnmanthaé_;“
f\ccording to him they could not raise their head,® when Jﬁn&ﬁwu
 §§251;¥_ ; gcamé into pmower in the year 1977, these persons who ere suppﬁi_:
i?@§? ;”"_ ' of the strike in the ysar 1974, which was opposed by the app
:E};ﬂ;ﬁ.-” o raised their head against the s plicant. The applicant made %ﬁﬁj
!”éﬁj;F  : | " complaints againct these persons regarding their acts of nmisﬁéﬁﬁg
~?£%Ei;;. g and commission and taking an un—due benefit and undue advantane ”*hi
-+ and rather thex eorrupt -cans adopted by them, of fered to get -%ié
un—dus bencfit, -8

=]

Se It appears that as a result of cemplaint mads by £h§__a
applicant, the matter uwas referred to ‘u'j:gil';-nca'. thﬁ:{rigilm‘ |
rerort a charge-sheet suwas served ”ﬁnn the spplicant aon 13&&};:
chargihg the applicant for making all these false Enwﬁlaﬁmt§£ {’
conld not be proved during investipation by Uigil&ﬂ&éxﬂrqﬁﬁﬁ“

which the applicant also appeared. Thus according to tﬁ@”:
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applicant was not given due resscnable opportunity of hﬁﬁgﬂﬁﬁﬁ

enable him to defend himself properly and the documents which

were very nscessary for the defence were not supnited. B himiif;$£

.

with the result he was disabled for making effective defence €0 o

bo The respondents have pefuted the allagatlﬂna made hy thl
applicant and pointed:but that his rec-rd is not good earlier aa ﬁ

he was involved in 10 cases in which he was avarded punishmEﬁﬁ
and the rest four cases could not be Féqali&gﬂ, which were still
pe~ding when he was removed from service. It hes been stated
that the tdetailg has been mnde;}ah;#t:j how efforts were made fer

secuice on:the applicant and the applicant who earlier partinipﬂﬁga

the enquiry absented himself and ﬂBﬁ aeen be aid nut ek ﬁh.wa:




enable him to defend his case prnparly., Al ﬁ;u

was against the applicant, in which he repo

whiech were prayed for by the applicant regardinrg thﬂ H.,_, "
that proof of the complaint made by the various parmng ;

Frasad and others. The applicant was thus sven in the inqmﬁ"

played double role, not only this that he was defending hi“@if %
i R
but he S.alan trying te paly a role of prosecytion, but as the -sf

2 thority which
applicantconduct ijyself was under challenge. Thac ﬂﬂiplinaﬁf

has given an opportunity of hearing and which he considered tao he ;_'.?f:--

adequate, 8o far the notices are concerned, jskembehiesec git?er ty
allow to inspect the relevant decunent or to give copy of the m&.
but partieularly that of the vigilance report, EMk that was n_ﬂfs
giveh ond as such it gan be said that reasopable opportunity to

this gffect was denied to the applicant. 1n these circumstances

for inspection of vigilance report and the documents manti
the charge. Let the Enquiry Officer who so may be, @& gim ‘

opportunity of inspection of all the relevent dmme







