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IN THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRISUNAL~ALLAHABAD BEMCH=-ALLAHABAD,

D.Re Noo 1303 of 1988,

3ri Rsjdeo Prasadt-tiili!tiliiti'I'ltl‘ll't'lttlill"lit Applicant
Versus
Union of India and Dtherabitiliiiti.iiti‘ll.tllti'i Oppe Parties,

Hon'ble Mr, Justice U.,C.Srivastava - Vs
Hon'ble v, #&,8, Gorthi ~ Member (A},

{By Hon'ble Mr,. Justice U,C,Srivastava V,C.)

The applicant entered in the department in Gorakhpur

Postal Division and was working as Postal Assistant in IS, (e

Cadre in July, 1984, He attained the age of Superannuation on i
30.6489, &7 Vide order dated 18.,8,1986 he was placed under 1;
suspension, RAgainst the gaid suspension order, the applicant

filed an appesl giving the details of the conduct and behaviour.

of the szid B8,B.,Mani Tripathi == upder whose order he was
suspepded and the manner of the service of the suspension order
which has"been detailed out by him in the application alsa, Vide
chargeshect daled22,8,1986 which was received by the epplicant

on 10,9.1986 the spplicant was charge-sheeted for mis-conduct whick
tentamounted for major penalty charges against him that while
working as Counter Clerk regarding the registration Parcel and
Stamp selling, sold postage stamps from 9.00 to 13,00 hrs. on
26,6,86 whereas he was required to sell it upto 14,00 hrs ang
secondly that the letters presented by the senior Cashier NeEoa=R1ly

on 20,7,1986 were refused for baoking by him ana on 30,5,1986

from the n?fica of Chief Cumnarciél Superintendant N.E; Railway
Gorzkhpur brought 20 registerea letters for booking and that too
was refused by him, He alsec did not carry out the orders of the
SePelM, on 28,7,1986 and showeo gross indiscipline while talking en
phone with the complaint inspector, The third charge against

him was that he left the o"fiece on 9.8.56 at 15,45 hrs, and on

28,8.85 at 15,00 hrs, ana thereby contravened rule 3 (1) (ii)
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of CCS (Conduct) Rules, The applicant ﬂunmifted‘tn the chargeshest

and Inquiry Officer had madge inquiry and thereafter suomitted

his report to the disciplinary authority, The oisciplinary

authority punished tha applicant by reaucing in L, S.5, time scale

for two ysers to the minimum Rs, 1400/~ vide memo dated 3fBe787

but nuh& of the inquiry report was not given to the applicant, The

applicant has stated that s the finguiry nat only caused prejuaice
By ot (e
put also in filing An appeal which he kawe to Fileﬂ?ha inquiry A

otficer's report on 1,10,87, The said appeal was not disposed
gﬁ —
of the knowledge of the applicant, The applicent has challenged |

Loy Vo N =
the entire action amd the variety of £;Z and according to him

the inquiry proceedings is vitiated in as much as the copy of
et
inquiry:L eport was not given to him, One of the challenge of the

applicant is that the inquiry officer's report was not given te

him to enable him to make repressntation against the propased
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punishment and expleibtce-the principle of natursl justice

vitiating the entire inquiry, We have helo that in case the

~s- a=
inquiry nFFicaﬁihas not been given to the deliquent employee

) ;Lr.i-—u—{
te—cefone—himeetfrpreperly it expleitou the natural justice <

ana it uitiataﬁ&hu inquiry ano the punishment orger , In this

connection we have relied on the case of Union of Inagia Versus |
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Ramjan Hhan;1991 Supreme Court page 471, The objection raised
,\.

by the learned counsel fmx that the decision of Ramjan Khan

will have nnlyazﬁzgizggzzzﬁi-EFfact andhtha pending cases

CaR—aL-eo—Bn takﬂﬁ-Kby us today in the case of IMohd, Ishag Versus

Union ©f India and others in 0,A. No. 1207/88 in which we have

| =
taken the view that bhis position has been existing from before

(T o
and in Ramjan Khaﬁﬁpnthing new was laid down and the pe,ding

ciges this decision was given earlier cannot be covered from

within the meaning of prospective view in the seid case of

Ramjan Khan and accnrdindythia application deserve§ to pe allowed

and the alleged punishment order dated 18,8,86 and appsllate
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order dated 3/8,7.87 stand Quashed, Hoever this judgment wil)

’£
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not preclude the disciplinary authority from going ahaad‘tha

inquiry proceedings beyond the stage of giving inquiry officer's

report to thn_applioant'and giving him re-sonable time to file

objections against the same, No order as to the costs,

; Vice Chairman,

‘ember (4]
Dt: Febe 19, 1992. B
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