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IN THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE T: IBUNAL-ALIAHABAD BENGH
d ALIAHARAD . ' 4

O.A. NO., 1349 of 1988,

Suresh Kﬂmar Guptana-ntl-occl--cn.liiuf Applicaﬁt
Versus

Union of India and others..sieeeeesseess Respondents,

Hon'ble Mr,Justice U,C., Srivastava - V.C. |
Hon'hle Mr. A.B.Gorthi = A.M.

(By Hon'bleMr.Justice U.C.Srivastava V.C.)
The applicant while working as labour-B in
the Store issue Section of the OEF Kanpur in the year
1987 was found absent from duty batween the period
27.10,86 to 26.,11,1¢8% which accnr?ing to the applicant
was caused bzcause of the ill-ness of his cliild ad wedl

as of the applicant himself, Since there being no male

m2mber in the family of the applicant to take their Pt

care and as per his averment, arplications were sant

time to time under cortificate of posting addressed to

Incharge Issue Section of Ordinance Equipment Factory e

hen the applicant resumed the duty vide ordsr 24.4,87 4

the applicant was informed that the diciplinary inguiry
under Rule 14 of the C.C,A, Rules was to be conductad
against him and ths Inquiry Officer gave a-chargesheet”
to the a plicant. Although according +to the applicant
no charge-sheet was servasd uron him, but the resrondents
have clezarly stated in their reply that it is a matter |
"g.j- f'F:‘ﬁ-‘_ = ‘_
of charge-sheat been served. The a rlicant did not file |

Ay
any rarly to the charge and arpeared before the Inquiry
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Officer, Copy of the proceedings has been filed and RS
date the arblicant said that the procesdings will be é
qiven.ta him s> that he may understand.®n one particular
dzte on which the signature of the applicent also find
that the applicant admits

place} it nas been recordesd
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the charges levelled against him, According to the
applicant he was asked to sign the same and given

G B b G |
a=xiaw that in case h2 makes such statement he will

be exonsrated and will be given duty as before, but
even then the inquiry, it appears procesded in the
manner and the inquiry officer submitted report
against him. On the report of said inquiry officer,
the disciplinary authority passed the punishment order
removing him from service, The applicant filed an
appeal against the same. The appeal was also dismissed
The arplicant has now taken ground that the inguiry J
officer's report was not fair and. copy-of which was
not given to him, with the result he could not male

representation, 2ven in the manner of punishment

or the guantum of punishment or the way in which

the proceddings were conducted and theraby the R

Principles of Natural justice were violated which i

vitiated the inguiry and punishment order and in this

connection a reference has been made to the case |
Union of India Vs, Ramjan Khan 1991 S.C, Page 471, The|
applicant Was also filed an appeal against the same
which was also dismissed, It is not necessary to go
into the other guestiontas the appdllate order is not
speaking &R order and the arplicant was also not ;
given a parsonal hearing by the appellate authority |
which id ought to havgfghd according{the arpellate g“;
order dated 15.,9,88 ig’quashed and the appellate
authority is directed to dispose of the appreal again
by passing speaking order after civing personal hearing
teking into consideration the pleas raised by the

applicant including that he was not given reasonable

b
opportunity to{heandhimsgif and Frinciplss of Natural

justice were violated. The appe llate authority shall |
or1 k ; e )
teiedirmg into consideration the cdse which:has’ been
£
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