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IN THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL
ALLAHABAD=BENCH, ALLAHAEAD. o X,

Registration No.- O.A, 870/87

s asvser ﬂpplicant.
Versus
Union of India & Otner's.. Respondent 's,

Hon.Mr. K. Obayya=A.M,
Hon.Mr., S.N, Prasad-J.M.

The applicant was appointed as Majdoor in Ce.C.D. ,
Cheoki, Allahabad in year 1979, Charge~3heet dt.19.5,1960
yas served on him for misconduct for alleqdly obtaining
5.T, certificate frcm the civil authorities by fraudulent
means, Enguiry was held into the matter, thereafter vide-
order db. 30=-11=-83, the disciplinary authority passed
order dismissing the applicant from service(Anne 2). The
?%glicant preferred appeal but the appeal wa$ rejected

by the appellate authority vide order 27.4.1984 (Ann. 4).

2 The impugned orders of dismissal and also appellate \
order up-holding ths punishment are assailed inter-alia ‘
on grounds that the ap:licant was not glven uppnrtunity
to explain his case and that copies of documents relied

upon vere not supplied to him,

3. We have heard the counsel of the partiess The learned
counsel for the applicant 3ri G.D. Mukherji pointed out that
copy of the enquiry report was not furnished to the applicant
before imposition of the penalty, as such the disciplinary
Jpruceedingsare vitiated since the principles of natural justice
are violated., We have given our anxious consideration to this

aspect. In Union 6f India VUs. Mohd. Ramzan Khan(A.I1.R, 1991~

5.C. Page 471) the Supreme Court held that " Wheremer there

has been an Inquiry Officer and he has furnished a report to
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to the disciplinary authority at the conclusion of the o /y |

inquiry holding the del inquent quilty of all or any of

the charges yith proposal for any particular punishment

“Sﬁ not , the delinquent 1s entitled to a copy of such re-

port and will also be entitled to make a reprasentatinn

against it, if he so desires, and non-funnishing of the 1

report would amountito violation of rules of natural r

justice and make the finel order liable to challenge

hsrea?tarq The fact that copy of the inquiry report was

not given tnrthe applicant before impos it ¥on of punish-

ment is not 1N dispute. The regord also bears out this

fact e }
|

4. In the back ground of the #klegal position set out

by Suprems Court, we are of view that the impugned order |
of termination is liable to be quashede. e &€ gccordingly

sat aside the ordser of punishment (Ann, 2) and also order

of the appellate suthority (Ann. 4) and direct the respon-

X .o to reinstate the applicant jth immediate effect with

such consequential benefits as are permiSSibla under laue

Je ex== also make 1t clear that the respondents may, 1

they so chooS8, gp proceed with the dapartmental prnceedings

against the applicant from thelstage of supplying copy of

the inquiry report and take such further action as they

gons ider gpﬁfupriaba in accordance with lave.

5, Ihe application is allowed a° above, Parties to

bear there co3to.
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Misce Application No, 592/92

( OcA,No, 870/87 )

22,6,92

Hon'ble,Mr, Justice S,K,Dhﬁgﬂg_ygc, .

The grievance in this Misc, applicatiqp is
that the final order passed by this Tribupal has not
been carried out. Prayer is that this Tribunal may
direct the respondent to pay the salary andother
dues to the applicent. This is not an applicatiocn
for drawing sxhempk contempt proceedings against
the respondents, This appears to be a misconceived

application, It ie rejected.
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