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3. The applicant's cass

IN THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL, JAIFUR BENCH, JAIBuft

< towl

0.ANo. 63/93 Dt. of orders 5,5,24

L1}

Fatte Applicant

Vs,

Union of Indid & Ors, . ¢ Fespondente

Mr.Fajendra Soni : Connsel for apolicant
Mr . Manish Phandari : Cognsél for respordznts
CORAM;

Hon'ble Mr.Sop2l Frizshn2, Member(Indl,d
Hon'hble Mr.0,P.Sharud, Member (Adm,).

PER HOMN' BLE MR,SOEFAL FRIZHNA, MEMREE (TUDL.).

~ Applicant 3n, Fatte in this Aapplication under Sec,

19 of the Administrative Triltuan2ls Ack, 1925, h3s sczailed the
order dataed 19.11.,91 received in the office on 10.1.33 by which
he wag inflicted with the punishment of removal from fervice, Ha
hasz 5150 prayed for heing 2llowed to continue on the post of

Gangrmin.

o, We hiive hedrd the le2rned counsel for the parti=s a2nd

hive perused-the rscords.,

ig that while 2=zrving az a Gangnan
in the office of the FWI, CTF, he wis 2erved wWith @ chirge shest
for the misconduct of procuring suployment on the b3siz of a

hogus esvvize employment cArd, An encquiry into the alleg2d miz-
condust w2z held and after the sukmiszion of the gpquiry Peport
the Discipliandry Authority immosed the penalty of remowval upon
the 22plicdnt which i€ heing challgng ' on the grourd that the

r waz conducted in vionlation of the principles of natural
justice in 33 wmuch as 3n omportunity of helaring was not granted
to the agplicant 2nd the alleged hogus Services o2rd was not ghown
to him. It is algo urged that the 2opy of ths enquiry report

was not given to the zpplicant. The lz3rnzd counzel for the res-
pondents Stakes that the report of the Ingulry Officer 3and the
pernalty order 3atzd %,11.91 wag offerald o the 3Applicant on
10.,1.93 but they were not accepted by him. The lel3rned counsel
for the 2pplicint cantenjs that ths report 5f the Inguiry Officer
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and the per@lty ordsr were not given to the applicant, Admittelily,

the 2applicint had not made Eny 3ppeal Agiinst the impugned order
of penalty to the Appellite Authority hefore approaching this
Tribunil. The learned counsel for the anplicant now inteal is to
prefer an 2opedl agiinst the impugned order of perdlty to the
conCerned Appzllite Authcrity. The respondents shall now furniszh
a copy wf 23ch of the‘enquify rzport &nl pen2lty order to the

Capplicant to enable him to prefer an effecstive appeil against
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Authority. Coples >f these

documsnts 2hall be suprlizd to thz ledrned counsel for the app-

3o - . \
licant within Qxﬁggys Jrom the date of receint of 3 copy of this
order.

a4, The applicint is directed to prefer an Appe2l to the

Appellzte Authority within 2 nonth of the receipt »f the docu-
ments refezrred to 3bove, In c3ge the 2ppezal is madde to the
Appellate Authority within the 3foreszid period, the sams shall
be entertained and deci@ed by the Appzllate Author.ﬁy through

a detiiled order on merits meeting 3ll the ooints r3ized therein

within 2 period of 2 wonths from the Jate of reczipt thereaf,
E . The O.A, it decided 3ccordimg with no ordsr 3 to costs,
Ceinppre

(Copal Xrizhna)
Member(a). . | - Member(J).




