- 14.11,87. The enquiry proceeded which could not be
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(By Hon. Mr. Justice U.C.Srivastava, V.C.) |

Thé applicént was agppointesd és ExXtra Departmenta%

Branch Pt Master oh 14.11.84 , after observing the

formalities and due p?ocess of law. He was put off duty
w.e.f. 15.,5,86 and a %harge sheet was issued to £he

applicant vide Memo dested 10.11.87 received by him on

concluded within 4 months and the enquiry report was

submitted on 22.4,88. On the basis o the enquiry report
the disciplinary suthority dismissed the'applicant from

service vide order datéd.28,4./27.5.88. The appeal filed

by the applicent was also rejected vide order dsted

30«3.89,
fhe charge against the applicant was in respect

misaporopriation of |certain amount and irregularities

in the mat:er of deposit etc. Enguiry was condicted and Mﬂi

M




Y

-2-

- the enquiry of:icer?camchﬂedﬁché entuiry. The learned
counszel forthe applicant stren@ously contendced that

full opportunity was not given to the spplicant and the
whole proceedings i% vitisted end violation of principles
of natural justiée ﬁas been done. It was fmther @ ntended
that the procedute éontained in C.C.S. Rules has not

been com011eckmlth.ylt has been contended that a
persony should not b: put Of§ duty besause the pariod

of enquiry llngeLeQ On and that is not a ground for
setting aside ths ehquiry. Even the enquiry is not

conciuded within 4 months both the parties can be

; \
responsible, The. rgapondents were within their richt.

The punishment has been said to be not commensurate

s
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the same. The qppllchnt to approach the higher authorites &

with the craryes. The Tribunal cannot interfere in

telling them that 1L was a case Of irregularity and he
was. not beneflvee. Obvlously it is for the authorities
to consider the case of the gpplicant. We cannot

eréere in the bame anﬂ the gpplication is QldﬂlSuEd.

No order as to costs.

ueAéggE}Q‘/// : Vice Chairman.
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