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U A I) E ft 

MR.B.N.SCMjICE-cHAIkMAN ; applicant (Shri AITiiya Kanti 

Patnaik), Superintendent, Central Excise & Customs, 

Bhuaneswar-I.--C.mmissi,nerate has filed this Ori!inal 

licatisn under Section 19 of the Administrative Tribunals 

1985, challenging the order of punishrrent passed by 

the commissioner of Central Excise & Customs, Bhaneswar-II 
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ommissi.nerate, Ehuaneswar, on the ground that he is 

net the áisciplinary authority in respect of him and that 

the .röer .f punishment also sifers from various 

irreu1arities and arbitrary exercise of power. He has also 

challen!eS the orSer of the appellate authority SateS 

19.6.2e02, who has leen alleeS to have rejecteS his appeal 

in a mechanical manner, 

2. 	The case of the applicant is that while he was 

working as Inspector .f Central Excise & Customs, Central 

Preventive Unit (in short CPU) Suring 	 on 

a search was conSucteS iy a team of officers mf the Cpu 

in the site 9ffice of M/s,Precisi.n En!ineerinç 4orks 

locate4 insjáe the Itourkela Steel Plant LtS. The team was 

heaSeS ly Shri J.S.i'iantry, SuseriritenSent(Prev,) uner the 

overall suervjsjon of Shri F.Lakra, Asst. Collector(Prev.) 

The alleati.n is that the applicant had actel as seizin! 

officer. The team had selecteS 40 Iocuments which were 

feuni relevant to the pr.ceeSing and these S.ctnents 

apparently revealeS Suty evasion to the tune of R..1.5 crores 

approximately. It is alle!eS a Panchanama ly listing 40 

Socuments was prepareS Suly sineS ley the applicant, 

representative of the firm and witnesses. It has ieen 

psintel out that the applicant was requireS to take up 

the follow up actions, i.e., after scrutiny of the S.curnents 

the seizure report was to Ic sulmitteS to the hi!her 

authorities within 24 hours of the search, which he uS 

iH 	.. It: is F1.5o alle!ed that he SiS not enter the 

tc L. i ie 35-J Register with ulterior ntive. It 

has further leen alle!eS that he Gil not process the case 
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for 	judjcatjon of the pr.ceedins inspite of instruc- 

tioris issued to that effect Jay the SuperintenGent (Prev .) 

an1 Assistant Collector (Prev.). LastlY that on 1.2.19O 

when he moveS out .f CPU on promotion to the rank of 

Superintendent, he did not account for tho se documents 

nor did he hanS.ver the charge of th•se documents to his 

successor. It is allesel that the seized records were no 

more trcea1e, 

2. 	The applicant has assailed the Iiscipinary 

pr.ceedin!s on the ground that he was not supplied with 

the lasic documents, even the listed documents in spite 

.f his repreated representations with reference to the 

char!e to sukply him the documents to which reference had 

leen made in the charçe sheet, and relied upon in the 

pr.ceeiins. Sec*ndly, that alth.u!h the incident had 

taken place on 	 no disciplinary pr.cee1ins 

was initiatem till 	 It was more than seven years 

after the happerling of the incident that a departmental 

inquiry was proposed te 1e held under ule-14 of CCS(CCA) 

ules, In fact the char!e framed against him was at a 

time when he was ripe for promotion to the post of Asst. 

Collector. Thirdly7  that the alle!ati.nsir,uht against 

the applicant were iased 	on. 	Xerox . . Copy 

of 	a 	døätXnent, 	a. 	par.t 	of 	which.. was 

puilished in aMOriya Newspaper dated JS1 .9.jS112 with. the 

fake signature of the applicant. Fourthlythat the 

disciplinary authority at no point of time had male any 

serious attempt to record the statement of officers 

involved either at the time when it first caine to the 

V 



fletice or thereafter rejardinr the assessment .f duties 

.f M/s.Precisi.n En. 	The case was enquires into 

by the CBI dunn! 1993 which recorded the statement of 

.fficers who were in the team and raided the C.meany after 

.more than four years sfincjdent. Fifthly, that inspite of 

his repeated requesto the pr.per Panchanama along with øther 

relevant documents, to which there is reference in the 

articlef char9e were never supplied t. him. Sixthly7  that 

alth.u9h dunng the inquiry on 2. 5. 1998 the Inquiry Officer 

had held that certain documents requisitioned by the 

applicant were relevant for his defence and acc.rlin!ly 

ordered that th.se  to be supplied, he reversed his decision 

on 25.1. 1999 without any valid 9r.und and thereby the 

applicant was deprived of reas.ns1e •pp.rtunity to examine 

or rebut the said documents which were bein9 relied upon 

against the applicant behind his back. The documents 

involved are Panchanama, search warrant, search warrant 
connection a reference was made 

resister etc. In this L to the observation of this Tribunal 

in Qrijnal Application N.. 328/2000 - disp.sed of on 

18.6.201 filed by the applicant teeking a direction of the 

Tribunal for Cx,editing the departmental pr.ceedin!s 

wherein it was .bserved as tinder: 

of I e are awarethat there isomeIc.ntr,-
versy with re9ard to non-supply of documents 
as averred in the O.A. .., However, we make 
it clear that in case the applicant is held 
guilty, he will be at liberty to a!itate 
this issue in a separate O.A. and the ftespon-
dents were directed to fina1iz the proceedin9s 
within a period of 90 days from the date of 
receipt .f that .nder. 

3 	The applicant has further submitted that the 

fr- 	
incient had taken place in December, 1989, chares were 
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frameS in June, 195 an4 the order ofounishment was 

passeS in Septemleer, 2091. there has een no reassnhille 

explanati.n availaile for such Selay of a$.utix years 

in initiating the disciplinary pr.ceeSins as well as 

ix years therefr.rn in cenclusing/passing the impugned 

rer of punishment. It has been SLATmitted that the 

disciplinary preceedings was a prsduct of has on the 

part of the Sisciplitiary auth.rity as clear from the 

fact that althe'ugh the CEl had cissed the matter vile 

its .rer äatel 3.2.199 having f.und no prima fade case 

ai/.r sufficient material to pr.ceed against the applicant, 

the departmental autherities proceeit-4 against him centrary 

to the decisien of the CI that the applicant had an 

22.12.1995 suirnitted representatien with regard to the hias 

of the 1.0. and had requester fr a, chne as he hd 

feund the 1.0. to have acted as a zea].ouspresecuter and 

had practically canductel the case on lehaif of the Department 

hy using his knawledge and wis.m to see that the applicant 

is punished, hut no remedial ectian was taken by the 

disciplinary autherity. Fther that the main dacurnent, 

i.e., Panchanama ?ha4 never seen the light .f the Say ncr 

the same was exhibited during the enquiry. Finally, it has 

been submitted by the applicant that the camniissi.ner .f 

Central Exchise & Custams, BhuJtaneswar-II Csmnmissi.nerate 

is not the disciplinary auth.rity in his case and in effect 

the crier .f the disciplinary autherity is bad in law. 

4. 	The applicant has submitted that the charge merns 

jssue t him was th.r.ughly miscenceived. He was charged 

on the pres1iptisn that he was the seizing .fficer. The 



applicant, on the ether hanó, has taken the stand that 

he was a member .f the raiin 

teêni, he had net actel as the seizing efficer. T. pr.ve  

his p.int, he had lemanlel pr.lucti.n of the search 

warrant, the warrant resister and the Panchanama. H.wever, 

nene of these dacurnents haeen pr.duced dunng the 

inquiry, and tthereby it had crippled the applicant from 

proving his innecence. The inquinin5 authority in his 

rep.rt has net 	explaiued 	as 	to why these recerds 

which were vitël to *rins home the char!es were net 

preducci and that why these d.cuments which were listed 

as exhibits for the pr.secuti.n ceull net ke pr.luced. 

The applicant, on his part, 41,  referring to the lepositi.n 

of P.W. 10 during the pr.ceedins has stated that the 

p.w. i (Shri P.T.Sirajan, the then General Mana!er, 

M/s.Precisi.n Bnineenin 	rks) in reply to the questien 

'if you sinel any ?anchanaina.hal replied "I have net 
has triel 

heard aythin ai.ut Panchanemrna"/te dispreve that he 

hat kept any rec.rl with him .r that the rec.rlspreparel 

y the raid party on 28.12.1985 were net with the CPU. 

He, ley referninç to the cress-examinatien of P.J.. 

surnjtted that some more recerds .f I4/s.Precisien En5. 

brks were taken by them even six menths after 28.12.1985, 

which weuld sh.w that the alleati.n that the applicant 

had kept the recerls seized dunng the rail with him was 

inc.rrect. By referring to the remarks of the disciplinary 

autherity in the punishment erder, the applicant has 

sUrnitted that the search warrant re!ister and file fer the 

siI penied coulej net ae shewn to him for his inspectien 
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since those documents Eire 	secret and c.nfiSentjal in 

nature and that showing the same to the char!ed •fficial 

woulá Is a!alnst  the public interest is en.uh to show 

that the entire praceeinq was initiated with a pre-
and violated the principles of natural justice. 
eterrrine mindj 	in y  referring to the deposition of 

M,w. 8 to prove that no such warrant was issued  at all 

he stateá that the said PW had deposed that they were 
wu1á óe 

t.ld that such warrant -/ issued only if the party did 

not produce the áscurüents. There upon they had roàuce 

all the i.curnents kept insióe the office. From this, the 

applicant has su]rnitteé that the evidence of P.. 8 was 

a cliriching one that no search warrant was issued and 

that is why the pr.secion was reluctant to show him the 

search warrant reieter and files connected therewith. 

He has further su1rnitted that keeping in view the lepasition 

of ?'i 8 the eservati.n of the disciplinary authority 

that a search warrant was ISSUed in the name of the applicant 

cannot hold the ground, 

5 	'he Resp.ndents-Department have cntested the 

ajuiication ley su1smitting a detailed counter. In the first 

instance they have reiterated that ley order dated 25.6.200 

of the competent authority, i.e., C.rnmissioner,Bhuaneswar-II 

was desijnated as the disciplinary authority for a group 

of employees includin! the Superintendent, Group-B. They 

have averred that the incident of search of the premises 

f M/s.Precisi.n Enineering derks, tourkela was reported 

in the newspaper which led to CEI, Bhu)anesar to inquire 

into the matter and it was en its recommendation, a major 

penalty proceedin!s was initiated against the applicant 

in consultation with the Central Vi!ilance Commission, in 

V 



N 	 of the applicant 
1994. The Respenents have denied the aUeatnL that the char'es 

fram-ei at the tire when the applicant was ripe for 

promotion to the past of Assistant Commissioner and 

that adequate opportunities had not been pr.videI to. him 

to defend his case. They have alss denied all other 

4l1eatisns brought hy the applicant. The RLsp.ndents 

have also denied that the appeal petition su)rnitted by 

the applicant to have been dispsed of in a hasty manner. 

To the suIrnjssj,n of the applicant that Panchanamä was 

never supplied to him, the .espondents have sUomittetll  

that such an arurnent was ridiculous as it was the 

applicant himself, who had not suomitted the same t the 

Department. As rerds the Search warrant, they have 

stated that the then Asst.Cellectar Shri F.Lekra in 

curse of inquiry had issd the search warrant in the 

name of the applicant and that the applicant had nt 

returned the same to the issuing authority. They have finally 

admitted that the CBI in its rep.rt indicated insufficiency 

f evidence to esta1ish the char!es, but the CBI was 

very much aware of the fact that on account of lapse on 

the part of the applicant, the party concerned MaOILISSO tv 

heavy amount of excise 	They he 	Cni 	tt 

the disciplinary authority h 	 Ln.e r .e j; 

mechanical manner and that his alleatien that rners.ri 

hearing was not çranted has no basis because there is n 

r.vision in the rules to !rant such personal heerin! 

:fere taking any decision in such cases. They have also 

rfUted the alle!atiofl of non-application of mind on the 

dart of the disciplinary authority. 
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6. 	Ve have heard the learned caunsel of 1.th the 

sides and perused the materials placed Isefore us. The 

applicant has filed rejainer as well as additional 

affidavit, written nate .f suimnissian thich have seen 

taken an recard. In supprt af his case, the learned 

caunsel for the applicant has relied an the fell.win! 

CêSC laws. 

 Alit 1961 SC 1623 
 AIR 186 SC 2188 

3 Alit 1998 SC 338 
 1985(1) QLft 438 
 1979(V.1.47) CLT 5 
 AIR 2001 SC 343 
 AIR 21 SC 24 

8, AIR 1990 Sc 138 
S. AIR 1998 SC 1833 
1. AIR 1986 SC 1173 

 AIR 1991 SC 157 
 1998 scc(L&s) 	211 

7. 	de have carefully cnsidered the issues raised 

in this 0riina.L Aplicatian. The applicant has challerieeI 

the imnuneG arders an the fa1lawjn !r.unds: 

1) 	A11eati.n of lass .f revenue has not 
been r.ved, This has 3seen admitted 
y the appellate autharity. 

His ri9ht to defend his case, reasenally 
was seri.usly prejudiced eCaUSC some of 
the essential dacunients which were listed 
y the prosecution, i.e., Panchanama, 

search warrant and the search warrant 
register for pr.vingase were not sUp-
lied to him an the p'ea of canfidentiality. 

Lang delay of six years in initiating 
disciplinary praceedings and an.ther SiX 
years in cencluding the said pr.ceelings 
vitiated the pr.ceeiirig, 
itep.rt of the 10 is based 	more an the 
persanal knawlede and wisan rather thann 
qulitative ewaluatisri of the evidence 
pr.duced guring inquiry, 

S. 	Law is well settled that nan-supply .f eacuments 

lased an which the prasecutien prap.se4 to pr•ve the 



case vitiates the entire pr.ceeóin!5. This view has been 

' \ taken by the Apex C.urt time and a!ain in a catena of 

ecisisns, some of which areAIfi. 1961 SC 1623, AIR 1986 SC 

2188 and AlA 1998 SC 2038 etc. The learned ceunsel fr the 

applicant 5u)mitte€ that nan sup1y of preliminary inquiry 

report also vitiates the pr.ceedins. Hewever, we Si' net 

prepese to go into this aspect of the matter, because, the 

Aes.nents have, in their counter, iiscl.sed that they 

have framed the chares a!ainst the applicant an the baSiS 

of CBI report and net an the basis of the preliminary inquiry 

report and that no reference with regard tv preliminary 

inquiry report having made in the chare sheet, it was not 

incurnent upen them to supply a capy of that report to the 

applicant. 

e have carefully sane thrau!h the su)imissi.ns made 

y i.th the parties and we have also cansiered the isss 

raised Ivy the applicant as noted ai.ve. In the statement of 

articles of imputations of niiscanduct against the applicant, 

it was stated that because of the acts of emissions and 

c.mmissiens on the tart of the applicant, the duty evasion 

to the tune of Rs.1.5 crares appraxirnately ceuld not be 

processed which resulted in a less to the Gevt.exchequer. 

The inquiry efficer in his report with rearS to finding on 

each of the :artilts of charge has net dealt with this 

part of the char!e that because of the lapse on the part 

of the applicant in 1processing the iocument after seizure, 

the Govt. had to suffer a loss of revenue to the tune of 

R.1.5 crores. He has only stated at Para-10-6-5 of his 

report that it is proved beyond any seu)it that the applicant 

S 



had net hanlei.ver any document seized from rn/s. Precisieri 

EngineerinF 49rks. The disciplinary autherity alsa areel 

with the findin!s of the inquiry afficer. It was when the 

matter was examined in appeal Ivy the appellate autherity 

in c.nsultatjen with the U.P.S.C., 	it was •Izerved 

that there was no evidence on recerd to shew that M/. 

?recisi.n En!.Werks had actually evaded payment .f excise 

duty dunntr the relevant peri.d of time and if se, what was the 

extent of excess duty. iith this the main charge é!ainst 

the applicant was extinguished. 'Jhat remained,: was' the 

pr.cedural lrre!ularities in the matter. For provino the 

rele played  by the applicant as a msrnier of this search 

party required evidence taken with reference t the dacumenta 

and re!istersrnaintained fr this ;,urs 	nd the statement 

f witnesses are indispensa1e. The alleati.n levelled 

a!ainst the applicant is that he dii net put up the seized 

iscuments for fellew up actien after the return of the rail 

party f-'row,  AQurk,-,-,1a 	2.12.1989. The applicant in his 

defence has sulvmittec,  tht to defend his case it was 

necessary fr him to refer to the search warrant, search 

warrant rejster and also Panchanama. H.wever, nne of 

these lecuments, theu!h listed as exhftits fr pr.ving 

the alle!atisn against him 	 preduced dunng inquiry 

ncr was the applicant !iven access to inspect th.se  d.curnents 

on the r.uni f cenfidentiality. The 	licant has also 

alle!ei that 	his reqtst to charie the I.C. on the 

!r.und .f biaS and malicious intent was net resp.nied lay 

the Itespanients. The Rependents toe have admitted that 

the dcunents suht fr by the applicant were nt produced 

I 
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n the ground of confilentiality and as it would be a!ainst the 

public interest. We are una1e to f1lw the le!ic of this 

arqunent of the Respondents and we are constrained to eiserve 
that in the absence of these iocients, out of which the artjcl4 

of charge emanates cannot be proved unless these are produced 

during inquiry and the charted efficer(CO) is allowed the 

jenefit of cross exinati.n of witness. In the circinstances, 

the prosecution could have hardly proved that alleatj.n 

against the delinquent. In other words, denial of these 

doctuents was unreasonable and theref.re, the objection raised 

by the applicant is valid. 

10. 	It is also the case of the applicant that if he 

was responsible for the further processing of the seized 

documents, his signature would have been available in Panchazi 

Non-prosecution of these dectients on the !r.und of c.fl-. 

fidentiality not only vitiates the disciplinary prSceedins, 

it also Creates apprehension re!ardin, the motive of the 

prosecution for witth.ldinq those documents. In ether werd, 

if documents are not prod*xed, the prosecution will hardly 

be able to prove the charge levelled aqainst the applicant. 

The learned counsel for the applicant, by relying on the 

j!ment.in the case of State of U.P. vs. Satruqhana Lal 

reported in AIR 1998 SC 3038 sulmiiiitted that if the copies 

of the documents relied upon in the charge-sheet are not 

supplied, the principles of natural jusUce are violated 

and therefore, the Courtflribunal would be justified in 

interfering with the matter. The learned counsel for the 

applicant also referred to the decision in the case of 

NJ.Chinatoniaji Ladasiva Waishanpayum reported in A.IJ. 

1961 SC 1623 (Constitution *ench) and submitted that if 

M 



(-- nt supplied, inquiry cannot be held to have been carried 

ut in accordance with the principles of natural justice, 

and therefore, there shoule be nsdout that the provisions 

of Article 311(2) have been violated Isth in letter and 

spirit. * are ounS by the said dictum of their Lorships 

wherein it has been held that rules of natural justice 

require that a party should have the opportunity of a&ucin 

all relevant evidence on which he relies, that the evidence 

of the •pp.nent should be taken in his presence and that 

he should be given the •p.rtunity of crtssexamining the 

witnesses ly that party and that no material should be 

relied on aainst him withut his beiniliven an opportunity 

of explaining them. The right to crossexarnine the witness 

to give evience against him is a very valuule right afld 

if it appears that etfective exercise of this right has 

been prevent 	y the inquiry officer by not giving  

necessary relevent jocument to which he is entitled, that 

invarially would mean that the inquiry had not been held 

in accordance with rules of natural justice. 

11. 	In this case as the inquiry officer failed to 

ensure the production of documents referrec to aleve, based 

on which the alletions ainst the applicant could ie 

proved, we have no d.ut in holding tht the applicant was 

denied the most valualle right under the constitution to 

defend his case ef:Eectively and that by withholding the 

most vital documents in this case, the prosecution did net 

act, in a bona fide manner. 

12. 	?nether equally important allegation levelled by 

the applicant is the long delay in initiating as well as 

4 
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cancluaing the disciplinary pr.ceedinjs. The effect of 

leni delay in the disciplinary matter has alreatij,  been 

eprccteQ joy the H.n'1e Supreme Court in the case of 

State of M.P. vs. Bani Sjnih reported in AIR 1993 SC 1308. 

In that case the disciplinary pr.ceédinis was initiated 

a!ainst the party after more than 12 years. 

'The Court having not found satisfactory explaneti.n for 

inordinate delay in issuini the charie-memo oiserved that 

it was unfair to prompt the departmental inquiry to lee 

proceeded with. In another case reported in (1995) 2 SCC 

57 	( State of Punja)e and Ors. V. Chamanlal Coy ci ) their 

L.rdships of the H•n'ble Supreme Court .served as follows: 

.There is undo u]stedly a delay of five and a 
half years in serving the charies. The question 
is whether the said delay warranted the quash-
ing of the cheries in this case. 

XX XXX They cannot be initiated after lapse of 
consideraile time. It would not Ise fair to the 
delinqnt officer. Such delay als, makes the 
task of proving the charies difficult and is 
thus not also in the interest of administration. 
Delayed initiation of procecdin!s is )ound to 
iive room for alleictians of }ias, male fides 
and misuse of power. If the delay is too i.ni 
and is unexplained, the courc rn 	well interfere 
and quash the cheries...." 

In this case, a*n itted ly long ye ars of unexpi. aineddelaY is aamit 
13 	With re!erO to shortcorninis in the report of the 

inquiry officer a pointed out by the applicant, we tend to 

circe with what has been surnitted by the applicant, it 

tentamounts to 1e less •]sjective as the inquiry report is full 
in 

of sulajective observations. , The report also lacksanalysis 

and to that extent it has not been upto the mark. The order 

of the disciplinary authority is veriose and is more or less 

a compilation of the I.O.'s report and the statement 

sukunitted lay the applicant in his defence after receipt of 

the inquiry report. 
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The appellate authority rejected the appeal on the 

fell.win! ground 

"....Thus the charge has Jeeen proved to the 
extent that the Co left the Union on prom.-
tion on 19.2.190 wjthut handing over charge 
of the documents". 

14. 	Thus the appellate authority was Coflvinced that the 

C.Q. who SeiZed the documents did nt process those further 

nor did he hand.ver th.se  documents when he moved out of 

the unit on promotion on 19.2.190. Aether the endorsement 

on the documents was proved or not, whether the applicant 

was designated as the seizing Officer, whether the applicant 

had seized certain documents, these vital questions were not 

answered either y producing the relevant documents or 
by the appellate authority 

with the help of the 	witneses/ One ot the tr
.
eniers, viz., 

Shri D.K.Satpathy had deposed before the inquiry authority 

that the applicant was not the seizing officer and he had 

no role to p'ay in the matter of seizing of documents. 

Further, another witness, i.e 	(P.i. 8) had deposed 

that when the representative ,f M/s.recisi.n Engineering 

works demanded to see the sEarch warrant, they were told 

that the search warrant would loe shown to them if they 

(Company) did not produce the documents for inspection and 

as all the documents were produced, there was no occasion 

to see the search warrant. Again it was deposed y  P.I. 8 

that Some af the merners of the seizure party had called 

for some documents for further inquiry six months after 

the raid was conducted. Referring to the deposition of 

P. W . 12 that no documents/register bearing signature of the 

applicant was ever seen y him as Superintendent(Anti- 
thi5 fact 

mug1lin!), and he had reperted/ts the authorities also - 
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at the material time. From the deposition of these 

witness the applicant has sou!ht to pr•ve that no 

search warrant was ever issued in the first instance, 

and, secondly, if the docinents were not in possession 

of the Assistant Commissioner/superjntenjet C.P.U., 

they could not have carried out further fll•w up 

action in respect of M/s. Precision Engineering Works, 

six months after the raid had taken place. It has also 

not been clarified either by the 1.0* or by the discipli 

nary authority as to why the pr.secution could not 

prsdue the original of Annexure-11  an issue which has 

been repeatedly pointed gut by the applicant to show that 

the prosecution was not playing a fair and transparent 

!ane. lecause of all these saps in the inquiry in taking 

evidence, we are unable to hold that durinq inquiry it 

could be proved that the char!ed official was responsible 

for the seizing doctiients and/or in not taking further 

follow up action after going back to the hdadquarters. 

In the circtstances, the ground on whIch the 

appellate authority rejected the appeal of the applicant 

also fails to stand the scrutiny of law. 

15. 	Having reard to what has been discussed above, 

we find it to be a fit case for the intervention of the 

Tribunal. Accordingly, we hold that unwillingness of the 

prsecutiori to produce vital docwents, i.e.1  search 

warrant, search warrant resister and panchanama etc 

and the connected files in original has caused !ross 

ix 
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violation of the principles of natural justice to the 

prejudice of the applicant. Apart from the a].ove, the 

delay in initiating disciplinary proceedings aairiat 

the applicant has not been explained nor has there been 

any material adduced before as to come to a conclusion 

that the delay on the part of the Respenâents in initiating 

the disciplinary proceedings was reasonable. 

For the foregoing, we have no eption left but to 

quash the disiplinary proceedings initiated aqaint the 

applicant ht!lding h.iiu guilty of the charges. Ordered 

c.rdingly, ftesultantly, the impugned order of punis)nent 

and the appellate order are also quashed. 

17. 	In the resut, the O.A. succeeds. No costs. 
LS 4p 

(M.E.wL 	) 
j ICi) 	 -CHAIIRMAN 

AJY 

I:; 


