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i The applicant who is a Traffic Inagnﬂﬁ.

(transit) N.E.Rly at Gnrakhpur hag in thia

application challenged the order dﬁtld_11@#§ﬁ%;-

by which recovery of B. 1000/- per month is };;

i
i

being meds from his salary and prayed that gﬁé;

respondents be réstrzined from making resajErg

that he be.paid interest at ths rats af 48 per & %
ke
cent gn the amount disbursesd. _ﬁﬁ
25 The applicant uas ssrved with 2 charge & W
o
: | 4
shaeet on 26.56.1983 for alleged sale of tigksts &
and misappropriation of the proceegs amounting ;

Re 14,761-70 , While working as KoM Suharatgarﬁ*é

during the year 1978-79. The applicant raquaatﬁéi'

inspection/supply of documnts relisd gpon tD f%
estaeblish the charges to offer hls Explainatiﬂnt"hi
Y e 5 8

:.—'... -1

In the intervening period he‘uas promoted &s ;&ﬁ%

Wagon llovement lnspector and trensferred Lo

Sonpur divisicon and came back te Gnrakhpuxtﬂ
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per manth from th- aalary of tha &ﬁpli&ﬂﬂt

The applicaent has_mrxfd&mm appeal Egﬁih&t th‘ﬁﬂﬁﬁf\

rénnunry prder, but that was not deoicded.

" ] Rt
3. ‘The respondents have oprosed the maae'anﬂW :
in their return plf:‘"'{jf-"d that the Enquj_ry was h#ld iﬁ

with rules and every oppoXtunity Uaﬁ.  fJ

af farded to the eppdicant to place his defané;;fgﬁf

dccum&nta relied upeon were supplied. [he _ ﬁfﬁ
A
disc plinary authority considered the enquiry Y

iith which he was not in agreement, ne
fave deteiled reasoning for doing so &nd passe
the punishment order of recovery. Ihe respendents

justify the punishment &s the charge is established)

ageainst the applicant. The respondents haue &8lsay
pointed out that the applicant has not avallisd
statutory remedy of appeal, since he nas a pprogched

the Tribunal, even before his sppeal could De . €2CE

decided, hence the application is not maintaihahlir 

&, e have heard counsels uf'pertias.} ﬁu-h&gﬁﬂ;

also cerefully perused the record. f e

-



“ﬁ;ah; d&aaiplinaﬁf autﬁazity has
;Iﬁiauﬁ#J&& to,uhy he wss éit&@rﬁi

_unQﬁlry affiear¢- Eut tht sppliﬂaﬂt ﬁﬁﬁ.

rence may be muﬁ: to tha coss of Narayan Hiahra

{;@;i* | | Vs . St‘ & of Ocisa { 1969 SLR Volume. III Pagﬂ
657 ) uharaln it was held that where the punishmﬁghn

auvtheority ﬁlfFErEd from the findings of the

spQuiry officer not

=
. delingquent o
given to ‘the & ~of ficial ‘to maks &

or opportunity should Bl

AR representation. Admitedly in the ipstént. ﬁgf
iven to the agplicanta Cﬂﬂﬂmu.

order is 1ieble o be S8t aaigi
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; : : g ; ind the same 1s set aside. Tha punis shment ordernt

dated 11.4.1988 is quashed, Oisciplinazy SuUtharss

A : A, Sl ty méy proeceed uWith the cese after funnishing @ ?;

x notice to the applicant stzting the reasons Foe

PlpRS A .ﬁ%

oy e his disagreement with enquizy report and gius 3

!Lﬂ,f'~ personal hearing and 2lso opportunity to nake

! ﬁ :vHi , : , : .
i g representation to the spplicant 2nd gecice Gl

_ i czse on metits thereafter. Let this he dons
T within a periocd LF three months from tha date rf

communicetion of this judgement. Thﬂaﬁﬁliﬂﬂﬁ§jfi
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