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] The applicant who was dismissed from service,
Ao

was chargesheeted and the departmehta?enquiriﬁ

proceeded. The applicant, after the submission of
J -]
a .
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the enquiry officer's report reduced to five stages
from ks 900/~ to Rs 825 vide order dated 30,12.88. The
applicant .-filed appeal and the appeal was dismissed

on 31.7.89. Then he approached the Tribunal.

-  Th@re appears to?;o delay but the appeal was
~ D decided. Thééreliminary objection is that of limitation.
| The eﬁquiry'offiCer;S.report'Was not giQGn;by the
‘ respondents before the pﬁnisﬁment order was passed.

The enquiry'officer must e given the report in time &
J " but the enquiry réport Was given to thevaﬁﬁliCant at the
later stage. The non-giving éhe enquiry rapoft, thd s
»depriVGthhe applicant frém making representation

which is violative of principles of natural justice.

This question was decided in Union of India vs,. Mohd.
| v

Ramzan Khan ( 1991}Supreme Court cases (L&3) 612
wherein it has been held that non-furnishing of

the report to the delinduent would be violative of

principlss Of natural justice rendering the final
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order wekd invalid. The application descrves t;ﬂ@e
allowed and accordingly, it is allowed. The puﬁishment
order dated 30;12.88 and the appellate order dated

; | 31.7.89 cémmunicated tot he applicant by the letter

dated 15,12.89 are quashéd.It will not preclude the

disciplinary authadi t Yy to proceed from the stage

of enquiry.The applicant will be d.eemedt:‘";‘ﬁ service, £
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