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The applicants have approached this Tribunal 

. 	against the disciplinary action taken against them 

awarding various punishments. The applicants apart from 

other pleas have taken the plea that the Enquiry Officer's 

report was not given to them by the Enquiry Officer or 

Disciplinary Authority before awarding the punishment. 

The contention on behalf of the applicantsLwere not 

iven an opportunity of filing a representation against 

the Enquiry Off icerts report and thereby they were 

deprived from challenging the same which might have 

resulted in not awarding punishment at all and according 

to the applicants this was in vIolation of principles 
1o4..d do- 	ifriion of India V.  

of natural justicet 
Ir 
In the 	fh.RamzaflKhan 

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 effect' as observed in as 1knxeganx 

jok Mohd. Rarnzari Khan's case. Accordingly all these 

applicaticris are allowed and the punishment 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 the stage of giving 

Enquiry Officer's report to the delinquent employee 

and thereafter proceed in accordance with law. No 

order as to costs. 


