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A! 	 Heard Sri Sa sh Chandra, learned c unsel 

for the applicant. Th applicant has filed M.P. 

No. 1880 of 1994 in ich it has been prayet that 

he be allowed to pros the application only on 

the poilt that no cop of the enquiry report was 

furnished to the appl cant before imposing the 
final punishment. we ave seen from the ord sheet 

that none appeared on behalf of the applicant 

large number of occasi 

the counsel for the ap 

directed to make the 

the factt. We have b e 

pleadings of this aPP1 

no enquiry was held be 

penaltyi bmit the enqui 

copy of the enquiry re 

applicant. Inspite of 

the applicant has file 

indicated above. 

ns and on 3.2.1994, wh n 

licant appeared, he wa 

leadings consistee wi i h 

told that while in th 

ation, it was stated that 

ore issuing the order .f 

was actually held bu the 

4t was not given to th 

ling the amendment app' ication, 

M.F. No. 1880 of 1994 

on 



A 

Date 

(n. u.) 

4 

ro 

2. 	Moreover we find that the case 

badly time barred ' Since the impunged o der 

was passed in the ear 1984 and this apply cation 

has been filed o 	on 24.3.1993.The appl cant 

has filed an appl ation for condonation • f delay 

fer—vithich the rea ns stating therein ar- not 
v- 

applicant wants to pre s 

the ground that the c py of 

enquiry repor was not given to him, t has 

no force, si e the disciplinary act on was 

n much befor the principle of law vas 

down in Ra an Khan's case by the 

Supreme Court tha thv copy of the enquiry 

report was, given 	the delinquent employ 

before passing th order of penalty. 

sufficient. If th 

this application 

the 

also 

take  

laid 

3. 	On this 

ground of limitati 

ound, as well as on he 

n, the O.A. is dismiss 

A M. 


