&)
- uncp@it CONTRAL ALAIRISTRATIVE TﬂdaﬂﬁﬂL
gaMelyY 5. CH

UCAY JAMBAUALIZAR - ¥ Shri #,9,5ingh, Director of Srinting

e o~ -

vt

. ’
" - -Cnl r;‘ﬁ

-~

lo' ‘
_2< 0.A,528/89, - , \ S

3.
- 4.
*Se
6.

_ Rirmsn Bhavany Now Celhd 3 CTo

3 HD?S’”LE SHATJUSTICE U.C. 3IUASTAVA, Vico=Chiirman
HOBOGLE MEMITR SHRI PLS.CHAUDHURI, PER3ER ()

’ - ’c

Tr. 141/87. .

0.A.634/89,

0.A.662/89, -
0.A.759/89. .
C.A. 76/90. -

-

- Oral Judgment:- \-'. L Dated: 3.9.1991.

{Per Shri‘LLC.Srivastava, Vice-Chairman{

'AThe appiicants have approached this Tribunal

agalnst the dlsc1plinary action taken agalnst them

awarding - varxous punlshments. The applicants apart from

- resulted in not awarding punishment at all and according

other pleas have taken the plea that the Enquiry Offlcer s

report was not given to them by the Enquiry Off icer or -

Dlsclplinary Authorlty bef ore awardlng the punishment(

fey
The contentlon on -behalf of the appllcanteLwere not

given an opportunlty of filing a representatlon agalnst
the Enqulry Cfflcer‘s report and thereby they were .

deprlved from challenglng the same which mlght have

to the applicants this was in violation of principles '

oo doid down - Union of India v —
of natural Justlcel In the case of/Mohd. Ramzan Khan,

CAT 1990 S.C. 56, We have also taken the same view in

.;../ "

‘a bunch of cases by the phrase 'retrospective effect!

and not' prospective effeet‘ as observed in as tRhExgRIRX
wk Mohd; Ramzan Khan's case. Accordingly all these
applicaticns are allowed and the punistment order in
every casex is set aside. However, it is being made
clear this will not preclude the respondents from
proceeding with the inquiry from tne stage of giving
Enquiry Officer’s report to the delinquent employee

and thereafter proceed in accordance with law. No

order as to costs.
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