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©o/la 7. TP the writ case DapAled x.H.C. of Distrdct

o

Rald v/s the State of Rgjesthan-the following points were

argued amongst others:- S

1. that the Bnquiry Cfficer had not given him the :

. statement of allegntions alongwith the charge
showing the facts on which the charge was based

or any other circumstances which was proppsed to

.

be taken into consideration in passing an order,

against the petitioner j
2 thst he had be:n given‘no 5bp6rfﬁnity,to put

in a written statement éﬁfﬁis defence at all after

;;%3”22255?a?ig422§§¢2§§i55422537ﬁo him[an A
3. that all the witnesses against the vetitioner

had already been'exémined before the framing of the

charge, and thket"¥»tar he was merely asked to

cross examine them and this was done on the same

day on which the charge had been served on him.

The Honourable High Court of Judicature for
Rajasthan did not consider the first point but have
s sy accepted the other points and qugghéd the order
of dismissal passed as well as 2all the proceedings of the
Enqui;y Officer subseauent to the framing of the charges..
Ektract cony of % udgement 4 ssing theigfpoints isf?A

nclosed T informatin cuidance.

This is a bad case of procedural irregularitiea%
X . ; Rl 5‘,%

committed in the depsrtmental proceedings; Attentiogféllxkdkx
. . T

concerned 1s therefor» drawn to-wards thils “ffice £fFcular:

To. | 12/ ' dated 23, 9- 54 /

1958
and rule 16 & 17 of the C.C':. & A. Rules;laying down

procedure for awarding Major and minor nanalties specified/

' . - /ﬁg%ggd'bu'
in rule 14 ng&aigsaid rules, Aukﬂ{?gZ,ﬁG”“g : S
_ It is need lass to emphasise that such procedurap
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aslde bringy ¢iss
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and cause financial 1nss to the Sta

the nrocedure laid down for conducting department!

should be correctly and vigilently followed.
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