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LY Skilled Grade-II in the Small Arms Fact;;}i}ﬁ
Kanpur at the relevant point of time. It appears

f_:;i : that some FIK was lodged on 1.1, 78 against the ﬁ
i | -applicant and others, The applicant did not inf&ﬂu T
'“I. the Management regarding his involvement in the f%
i criminal case in which a Charge=sheet was ?
submitted and the applican? was convicted by the

Metropolitan Magistrate, Kampur vide order 3
1 | dated 2,8.82 to undergo R,I.for one vear under E;

' | section 147 IPC, for ldyears'R.I and a fine of
B30250/~ or three months'i.I. in default under ;
section 452 IPC and one yearts ii.I. under section o
323 IFC read with section 149 IPC, The applicant <

1 wesS teleased on personal bond . It appears that

information was given by Nagrik Kalyan Parishad,
Kanpur about conviction of the applicant , On
25.8.82, the applicant was placed under suspension
on the ground of contemplated enquiry. In the
month of January,1983, a show Cause notice mention-
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=ing that it had been intimated by the Metrapalitm HF%
Magistrate,Kanpur that the applicant was h 8
guilty in the criminal case wherein the applican 4
along wath.many others, was accused of gaifjii; 'F?E

th lathies, dandas and brickbats aaﬂ aﬂ; ;éf;
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dated 20,2.87. The applicant's suspension ardﬁf.
was also revoked on 15.,10.85 , The Enquiry
Officer in his report concluded that the charges
against the applicant were not proved, The

:' Disciplinary Authority disagreed with the
findings of the Enquiry Officer and held that the
applicant was gullty of the charges framed against

: him and imposed the penalty of stoppage of the
increment with cumulative effect against which
the applicant filed an appeal which too was
dismissed on the ground that the Disciplinary
Authority disagreed with the findings recorded
by the Enquiry Officer, It was incumbent upon
theubisciplinary Authority to give an opportunity

with the findings of the Enquiry Officer, an
opportunity is to be given to the delinquent
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acquitted. The revision against the same was 5
also dismissed by the High Court vide order
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to the-applicant to file representation against the

-

same, In this connection, reference has been made
?1 to the case of 'Narayanji Mishra Vs, State of Oxigsﬁ. ;
L 1969 SIR paqe g& in vhich it has been held £
i that where the Disciplinary Authority disagreed f7 ”
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against the same and thereafter 'the Discipl:

Authority will pass an appropriate ordef. No
order as to costs. | \ <

MMEEN VICE CHAIRMAN.

DATED: JUNE 29,1992
(ug)






