'charge against him was that he committed an aet

of gross-misconduct by shouting unparliamaﬁtagy ié
and abusive language 2gainst his superlof Offieer .%
Shri KRE .Jaim on 14 -9.84, An enquiry was held aad;h i

T ".

3t the end of which he was awarded the penalty off
withholdiﬁq of two increments with cumulative effect;j
The Disciplinary Authority imposed the said puniéhment
without furnishing a copy of the Enquiry Officer's
report to the applicant. An 3ppeal submitted by him
against the punishment order was reject&q by thzhﬁir
appellate authority vide order dated 16.9.87. This «
order has been challenged on number of grounds
including that the copy of the Enquiry Officer's
repart was not furnished to the applicant before

imposition of penalty,

2. As has been held in the Case of Union of
India Vs, Mohd .Ramzan Khan AIR 1991 SC 471, the
failure to supply the de linquent emp loyee with the

the disciplinary proceedings. Although the H&ﬂﬁbr
Supreme Court in the Case of 'S.P.Vis




se,

0 | ‘that the impugned order of penalt

-

4. . MAccordingly, the application is allowed snd

f
(e
ro

the impugned order is set aside? The appliaaﬁt,&ﬁili;i
be deemed to be continuing in service. Hbﬁevar,.thﬁ;;
respondents are not precluded from proceeding furfh&t& r
with the disciplinary enquiry from the stage of

giving @ copy of the Enguiry Officer's report to the

applicant’.

5 55 The application 1is disposed of in the above

o 4 terms without any order as to costs.

MEMBER (A VICE CHAIRMAN.

Dated: February 17,1992
{ug)




