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The applicant has approached thfg.a Tribunal un-'dé“?r' :

section 10 of the administrative Tribunals Act, 1988

:L*‘h a prayel thst the impugned Order or dismissal dated

9,6,1987 passed by the disciplinary authnrity/ﬁssistant

M*‘. Enm.ne r, North Eastern Aailway, Kascanj be set as ide ~ /i

direction be iscued to the respondents to0 pay h:;s entizzg *
-

ang a

arrears Of salary and otoner emoluments etc,

e | : e ,“."-i_; Brie fly, stated the facis of the case interal:i.,a;: ﬂ
‘ | ﬁ» ‘ a:;:'e"i:.h}:‘a‘*i.:__the applicant was initially appointed as 'Casual u;_li
W‘:?”E' 1 Lab;:i?err!ﬁin North Eastern Railway, Meinpuri and he worked
ﬁm 4 in tfe sgid Eapacit',r unto Sth September,l¢78 and in | %
o ¢ dikierent spells he worked upto 2.2.1950 and later-on he ﬁ
n B - worked as 'Time Scale Khalasi, and the applicant also .
. worked as Casual Labourer fOr 5eueral days in the vear .L@@}‘.- u‘.'-.

sid

snd for several months in the year 1984, Lea;lter on, the

‘ app licant was duly cranted time scale from 31,12,1654, The i'
b apy licant learnt that 5 ome person had made false Eamplalnt(;_:j._.
him recarding his alleﬁed fraudulant acts in prﬂcufing g |

appointment and in recard to that, the appllcant wa‘ﬁ 42

charce-sheeted and dlsclpllnary proceedings were proseedﬂd
i ;

writh J}f,amst him in recard to that cﬂmp laint and tl'{e _a_;
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of Juﬁtlce in as much a5 ne reasonah“le bm:rﬂrbumty was
> afforded to him to defend himself and gs such the inpnngned

order be quashéd.

. S e rESpmtﬁent“ in their counter affidavht have -
refuted the alle‘?atims of the applicant. Hovever, from ' J

the perusai of paré~ 1LC and para-l7 of the counter afﬁdav:&
it is clearly borne out that the fact recgarding nm-furnlshmg,
of the -Cﬁp}r of engquiry ©Officer's report is not in dispute

and from the scrutiny of the materiel on record, it is

established that no copy ©f enquiry officer's report was
furnished to the applicant.

7 - 4, We have heard the learned counsel ©f both the B k
N . e
" e o parties and have throuchly fi‘me through the recards of
the case,” <
“-" # 3 o &
T Sy * From the scrutiny of the ma ;:Era-,mQ record, now the
® s ¥ " - i ."’ = S i
F@'a'} |l~ point ‘which lies for determination hinges dgrround the
oWy fact as to whether non-furnishing of the copy of the enquiry
F**Hl g of iicer's repourt %o the applicant will tantamount to the
~ violation ©of the principles 0f matural justice. This peint
' ) o J g 4
el has beén elasborately ennunciated in the judcment reported
ina.i, R.1C01(SC) pace 471, Union of Indig V5. hidhd. _ wk

non-furnistiine of the copy ©of the enguiry efficer's report

’_‘.ﬁ Ramzan Khan, wherein it has been clearly laid down that /
g | P to the delinquent employee would be violative of the

principles of natural justice and in this view of the matter, i '

since the copy of the enquiry officer?s report was not

? - furnished Lo the delinquent employee, we find that there

nas been violstion o ; ' _ . T es A
ﬁ’.ﬁ : k . L{ th& PI'lnCiples i natural juS'l_f.--.'LC&- -
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| tha :-mu gﬂ@ﬂ, .ﬁﬂx kt.-‘“’i.ri 4ﬂr_::;‘__"_i:.':_i_'--:'_j I

A

£ 18:6.1987 and d:u:ent tha “to remstate the ;,
R . .,,1 '* 1‘
app licant in service with all umsaquential benefits. It

o -
-; will te Open for the ;:eﬁpmdents to complate the ﬂisolplinary

procesdincs from the stage of the furnishing of the ccpy ‘l_ .'%L_
QiOf the Enqulry officer's report to the applicant. The

appll,,,dtlm is disposed of with the sbove terms, Parties'

+o hear their own costs, - 4 Sl
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