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ACT:

Punjab G vil Service (Punishnent and Appeal) Rules 1952-Rule
8--Appel l ant charge sheeted for disobedience to superiors
and for negligence of duty-Personal hearing was, given to
him but no copy of the enquiry officer’s report given to
appel | ant - -whether « the Rule was vitiated and the principle
of natural justice violated.

HEADNOTE

Appel lant was a Cerk in the Treasury at Ludhiana., He filed
a suit for three different reliefs to which only one that
now survives is regarding the -order wthholding hi s
increnent for one year with cunulative effect. On /10-11-61
he was charged sheeted on the ground that he was di'sobedi ent
to his superior and negligent in the discharge of his duties
and a few specific instances of  his carelessness and
negl i gence were mentioned in the chargesheet. Thereafter the
appel l ant submitted his explanation and a personal hearing
was al so given to himby the authorities. The appellant com
pl ai ned that he was not given any opportunity to adduce any
evidence in defence and no prosecution wtnesses were
examined in his presence. The contentions of the appellant
are that (i) by the failure to give hima copy of the report
of the Treasury O ficer who nmade a | ocal inquiry, and taking
it into consideration behind his back, be has  been / pre-
judiced and (ii) Rule 8 of the Punjab Civil Services
(Puni shnent and Appeal ) Rul es 1952 has been contravened.
Rule 8 provides, inter alia, that no order for censure,
wi t hhol di ng of increnents, recovery from pay of any
pecuniary loss to the Govt., shall be passed inposing a
penalty on a Govt. Servant, unless he has been given to

nmake, - and such representation has been t aken into
consi deration. Dismssing the appeal
HELD : (i) Under Rule 8 of the Punjab GCivil Service

(Puni shnent and Appeal ) Rules 1952, the only requirement is
that the officer concerned should be given an adequate
opportunity of nmking any representation that he nay desire
to nake. There is no provision for exami nation of w tnesses,
cross exam nation of wtnesses and furnishing a copy of the
report of the enquiry officer etc. He need not be told about
the puni shment which is sought to be inmposed on him either
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at the time the chargesheet was served on him or at any
other stage. In the present case, these was, no failure to
follow the relevant rules, which only require that the
of ficer concerned should have an opportunity of naking a
representation in respect of the charges made against him
and the officer concerned had an opportunity to make a
representation and his representati on was consi dered by the
authorities in taking disciplinary action against him

(ii The rules of natural justice have also not been violated
in the present case. The requirements of the rules of
natural justice are :-(a) the person accused should know t he
nature of the accusation nade; (b) that he should be given
an opportunity to state his case; and (iii) that the
tribunal should act in good faith Byrne & another .
Ki nemat ograph Rentery ~Society Ltd., [1958] A E.R 579,
referred, to. [646 A-B]

638

(iii)ln any proceedings even by a donestic tribunal, the
rul es of natural justice would have to be observed; but the
principles to be applied would depend upon the circunstances
of each case

(iv)In the present case, the principle of natural justice
had not been viol ated because the appell ant was not given an
opportunity to make a representation. in respect of the
Treasury O ficer’'s report. When the authorities wanted a
local enquiry to be nmade, it was with-a viewto check up

with records the representati on nade by the appellant. The
report does not add one single instance nore than what is
already found in ‘the allegations. If the report had

contai ned any material extraneous to the charges agai nst the
appel | ant then only he could be said to  have been
prej udi ced. The report nerely sets up the evidence in
support of the allegation,,;. Therefore. the appellant has
not been prejudiced by the Treasurv Oficer’'s report ' being
taken into consideration before the order of punishment was
passed agai nst the petitoner. [646 H 647 A-B]

JUDGVENT:

ClVIL APPELATE JURI SDICTION : Civil Appeal No. 1527 of 1971
Appeal by special |eave fromthe judgment and order dated
Cctober 12, 1970 of the Punjab and Haryana High Court at
Chandigarh in Regular S. A No. 1370 of 1969.

G L. Sanghi, for the appellant.

V. C. Mahajan and R N. Sachthey, for the Respondent.

The Judgnent of the Court was delivered by-

ALAG RISWAM, J.-This appeal is by way of special |eave
agai nst the judgnent of the High Court of Punjab and Haryana
di sm ssing the Second Appeal filed by the appellant.” He was
a clerk in the Treasury. at Ludhiana. He filed the suit out
of which this appeal arises for three different reliefs out
of which the only one that now survives is regarding the
order withholding his increment for one year with cunulative
effect.

The sol e point raised on behal f, of the appellant before the
H gh Court. was overruled by it on the basis of the ful
bench decision of the High Court in Malvinderjit Singh wv.
The State of Punjab & Os. (1) which overruled the decision
in Kalyan Singh v. The State of Punjab(2).

This is perhaps the first case that cones to this Court in
the matter of a mnor punishment. The appellant relied upon
the decision of this Court in B. D GQupta v. State of
Haryana(1l), the facts of which art rather conplicated; and
are unnecessary for the purpose of this case. One of the
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points that arose in that case was regarding the mnor
puni shnment of censure, though it was ail incidental one in
an appeal which involved a nuch nmore inportant question. It
was hel d that the show cause notice in that case did
(1) (1970) 2 I.L.R (Punjab) 580.
(2) (21967) 2 I.L.R  (Punjab) 471
(3) Al.R 1972 (S.C.) 2472.
639
not give the appellant (the aggrieved GCovernment servant)
any real opportunity to defend hinself. That is not the
case here
The char ge-sheet served on the appellant on 10-11-61 was to,
the follow ng effect
"“(i)That you have been carel ess and negligent
in the performance of your ditties at Sub-
Treasury, Sirthind, as per concrete instances
nment i‘oned in the enclosed st at emrent of
all'egat ions.
(ii)That you have been disobedient to the
Assi stant Treasury O ficer, Sirhind."
and an elaborate statenent of  allegations was enclosed
al ongwit h the charge-sheet, which is set out, bel ow
STATEMENT OF ALLEGATI ONS
"While Shri Shadi Lal Gupta, Cerk, Sangrur

Treasury, was working as Routine Cerk
Si rhind Sub- Treasury, he had been di sobedi ent
to the Assistant Treasury O ficer. Si r hi nd

and negligent in the discharge of his duties,
and a few instances of his carel essness,
negl i gence and di sobedi ence are gi ven bel ow
1.Shri Shadi Lal Gupta was allotted the work
of passing Deposit Repaynent Orders issued by
t he Courts and it was found vide sone
i nstances quoted below that he calculated
wr ong bal ances in the Deposi t Recei pt
Regi sters which were likely to cause over-
paynment in certain/cases And refusal 'to nmke
paynment in other cases at sone | ater stage.
(a) Wile passing DRO No. 17, -dated 15th
Novenber, 1960 on. 18-11-1960 the bal ance was
calculated ’'by himas Rs. 327.60 instead of
Rs. 317.60 N. P
Wi | e passing DRO 15 dated 10-11-1960 on 25th
Noverber, 1960, the bal ance was cal cul ated by
him as Rs. 56-44 N P. instead of ~ Rs. 56.33
N. P.
(c) Inthe said DRO1 5 dated 10- 11-1960 pas-
sed on 25-11-1960 the anobunt to be paid was
entered by himas Rs. 74 only instead of Rs.
74.11 N. P.
(d) Wile passing paynment of Rs. 131.06 N.P.
in respect of DRO 17 dated 15-11-1960 on
18- 11-1960 the bal ance in the deposit receipt
Regi ster was calculated by himas Rs. 595.23
N.P. instead of Rs. 495.23 N.P

640
(e) In passing paynment of Rs. 28.71 NP
relating to DRO 23 dated 5-12-1960 on 7-12-
1960 t he bal ance was worked out by himas Rs.
261.71 N.P. instead of Rs. 281.71 N.P
(f) The passing paynment of Rs 1562.70 N.P. in
respect of DRO 124 dated 8-11-1960 repaid on
9-11- 1960 t he actual paynent was shown as Rs.
1600/- in the deposit receipt register.
2. He passed cheque No. 335553 dated 13-11-
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1960 on 15-11-1960 w thout verifying the
particulars of the cheque in question as the
cross entry of the cheque was wong and he did
not point it out, Simlarly cheque No. 395202,
dated 21-11-1960 for Rs. 126/- was passed on
24-11-1960 by him wthout verifying the
identifier of the payee, as neither he asked
him to produce his half of the P.P.O quoted
by him in his identification nor did he
confirmthe fact fromthe Sub-Treasury record
3. Inward letter No. 419 and 430 were received
fromthe Deputy Comm ssioner, Patiala on 6-12-
1960 whi ch renai ned undi sposed of by him til
3-1-1961. Letter No. 695, dated 14-11-1960
regardi ng- verification of «credits received
from the N.T. (Recovery) was not disposed of
by himtill 3-1-1961. He also did not diarise
t hem
4., On 30-12-1960, the Assistant Treasury
O ficer asked himverbally to attend office on
31-12-1960 to clear arrears on his seat. He
refused to do so. Thereon he gave him
witten orders to that effect and he refused
to note them Again he asked him to record
his refusal in black and white but he declined
even to do so.
5. He refused to wite-up the Assi st ant
Treasury Oficer's set of Doubl e Lock
regi sters on his ordering himto do so as is
evi denced by the fact that when he asked him
even in witing on 13-1-1961, after  obtaining
Treasury Oficer Patiala’ s orders towite up
his set of double |ock registers, he stated in
hi s application dated 16-1-1961 that he had no
objection to carry out the work under | protest
for some days upto the decision of the
Treasury 'O ficer, Patiala.
641
. L5
The carel essness, negligence and disobedience  of the
of ficial has rendered himliable to disciplinary action."
Thereafter the appellant seens to have submtted hi s
expl anati ons and the then Deputy Secretary, Shri Banwari Lal
seens also to have given him a personal hearing. The
appel l ant conpl ai ned that he was not given any opportunity
to adduce any evidence in defence and no prosecution
wi tnesses were exanmined in his presence. Shri Banwari La
seens to have felt it necessary to have, a local enquiry
and, therefore, asked the Treasury Oficer to send a report
after a local enquiry. One of the conplaints of the
appel l ant was that these proceedings were started  because
one Yash Pal Kaura, the Treasury Oficer was inimnica
di sposed towards him But we consider that point irrelevant
because how the proceedings cane to be initiated would not
in any way affected the validity or otherwise of the
di sciplinary proceedings. The: Treasury Oficer who sent up
the report, "after the local enquiry,, was another person
Two contentions were urged on behalf of the appell ant
(1) that by the failure to give himcopy of the report of
the Treasury Oficer and taking it into consideration behind
hi s back, he has been prejudiced; and
(2) Rule 8 of the Punjab CGivil Services (Punishnent and
Appeal ) Rul es 1952 has been contravened.
Under Rule 4 of the above rules the following penalties
may, . for good and sufficient reason be inposed
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(i) Censure;
(ii) Wthholding of increments or pronotion,
i ncluding stoppage at an efficiency bar, if
any,;

(iii) Reduction to a | ower post or time-scale,

or to a lower stage in a tinme scale;

(iv) Recovery frompay of the whole or part of

any pecuniary |loss caused to GCovernnent by

negl i gence of breach or order

(v) Suspension;

(vi) Removal fromthe Civil Service of the

CGovernment  which does not disqualify from

future enploynent.

(vii) Dismissals fromthe Cvil Service of the

Government” which ordinarily disqualifies from

future enpl oynent;
642

Rul'e 8 is to the follow ng effect

"8. Wthout prejudice to the provisions of

Rule 7, no order under clauses (i), (ii), or

(iv) of Rule 4 shall be passed inposing a

penalty on a Governnent servant, unless he has

been given an adequate opportunity of making

any representation that be, nmay desire to

make, and such representati on has been taken

into consideration.”
There are two provisos to the rule which it-is unnecessary
to set out for the purposes of this case. Under this rule
the only ,requirement is that the officer concerned should
" be gi ven an adequate opportunity of maki ng any
representation that he may desire to nake. There is no
provision for exam nation of w tnesses, ,cross exani nation
of witnesses and furnishing a copy of the report, al
requirements which we find in Rule 7. Therefore, in this
case if the punishnent had beeninposed after the charge-
sheet had been served on the appellant and he had nade his
representation ,and also been personally heard by Banwari
Lal, it would have been perfectly legal. Rule 8 ‘does not
require anything nore than that the allegations on the
basis, of which the officer concernedis charged should be
made known to himand he shoul d be given ,an opportunity to
make any representation with regard to them —He need not be
told the punishnent which is sought to be inposed ,on him
either at the tine the chargesheet is served on himor ~any
ot her stage. There is no question of his being given an
opportunity a second tinme after the enquiry is. conpleted in
respect of the punishnment sought to be inmposed on himunlike
in a case covered ,,by Rule 7.
Rule 7 of these Rules deals with cases where  the nmmjor
puni shnment of dism ssal, renoval or reduction in rank are
proposed to be inposed and sub-rule 6 of that rul e
specifically provides that in such a case after the
puni shing authority has arrived at a provisional conclusion
inregard to the penalty to be inposed, the accused officer
shall be supplied with a copy of the report of the
enquirying authority and be called upon to show cause
against the particular penalty proposed to be inflicted on
Wn The words " w thout prejudice to the provisions of rule
7" occurring at the beginning of Rule 8 are sought to be
taken advantage of to contend that even in the case of m nor
puni shnent s referred to in that rule, of censure,
wi t hhol di ng of increnents and recovery from pay, an
opportunity should be given to show cause against the
puni shment proposed to be inposed. Those words do not fit
in in the context and cannot nmean that in a case of mnor
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puni shnment not only the provisions of rule 8 but also the
provisions of rule 7 should be followed. The rules nust be
interpreted in their proper setting and if so interpreted,
those words woul d not bear the interpretation
643
sought to be placed on them The provisions of rule 7 are
necessitated by the provisions of Article 311(2) of the
Consti tution. As far as other punishnments are concerned,
the only right which a Governnent servant is entitled to is
that the action proposed shoul d-be in accordance wth the
rules made wunder the proviso to Article 309. That rul e,
rule 8 does not contenplate anything nore than an adequate
opportunity of nmaking a representation. W are, therefore,
unabl e to, accept this contention
We shal | now consi der some of the decisions cited before us.
It is first necessary torefer to the decision in Kalyan
Singh v. The State of Punjab (supra) which has been
overruled by the Full Bench in Mlvinderjit Singh v. The
State of / Punjab & Anr. (supra). The High Court was not
quite right in-dismssing the appellant’s appeal on the
basis, of Mlvinderjit Singh's case. Kalyan Singh’'s case was
overrul ed only as regards the question whether a copy of the
report of the Vigilance Department on the basis of which
proceedi ngs were initiated, should be given to the concerned
officer or not. W are not concerned with that question in
this case. But the Full Bench also dealt with the question
of the procedure to be adopted in the case of inposition of
m nor puni shnent and it held:
"(a) that for the m nor punishnent . to _public
servants for their m sconduct the authorities
have designedly provided for a sinple and
summary procedure of representations only,
untrammal | ed by any furni shing of copies of
documents or material on which the allegations
are based or the right of cross-exam nation or
the right of |eading defence evidence which
are all provided inthe case of enquiries qua

naj or puni shnent s. The furni shing of
docunents as provided for in rules 7 and 9 of
the Punjab Cvil Services (Punishpent and

Appeal) Rules, 1952, stands excluded under
rule 8. Basically
the right to secure copies of docunents or
ot her specific material is a procedural right
which accrues if it is so grantedin express
terns by a statute. Nobody can be said to
have any inherent right to secure copies or to
have any access to confidential State records.
Such a right can only be a creature of a
statute. On an overall view of the specific
| anguage of rule 8 of the Rules, its  setting
in the relevant rules and the scope and @ anbit
thereof all collectively tend to negative any
such procedural right.
(b) That the words 'adequate opportunity’ in
the context of rule 8 of the Rules may nean-no
nore than an adequacy of tine to nake a
representati on which alone is guaranteed by
rule 8. It is possible to place

644
such a limted nmeani ng upon these words, but
even if a nore |liberal construction is placed,
these words cannot be elongated enough to
create a specific procedural right to secure
copies and materials. Moreover, the adequacy




http://JUDIS.NIC IN SUPREME COURT OF | NDI A

Page 7 of 10

of opportunity to make representation under
rule 8 cannot possibly inply a larger right
than what has been judicially interpreted to
be the basic requirements of a reasonable
opportunity of being heard or to show cause
agai nst specific allegations.

(c) That under rule 8 of the Rules, unlike
rule 7, the enployee has only one opportunity
of making a representation. No enquiry need
be conducted as under rule 7 and no evidence
need be recorded in the presence of the

enpl oyee. It is open to the puni shi ng
authority to collect any material ei t her
itself or through any specialised agency |ike

the Vigilance Departnent to acquaint itself
with the real  facts in order to take a
deci sion whether- any action is to be taken
agai nst -the enmpl oyee, and, if so, what action
is to be taken.” But if such an enquiry is
made arid material is collected on the basis
of which a prejudicial viewis taken against
the enployee ,and he is chargesheeted under
rule 8 with aviewto inpose one of the three
m nor puni shments, then the enployee is
entitledto an adequate opportunity to nmake a
representation to show that (1) he is not
guilty and (2) that the -proposed punishnent
shoul'd '\not be inposed on him being excessive.
It woul d be inpossible for an enployee to nmake
such a representation unless it is nade known
to himthe material on the basis of which it
has been decided that heis guilty ‘and that
t he particul ar puni shnent ~ be inposed on

him..... Wt hout being supplied with such a
mat eri al he cannot make an effective and rea
representation. The only case in which the

puni shing authority would be justified in
wi t hhol ding such a material, would ‘be /where
under the second proviso to rule 8, sufficient
reasons are recorded in witing to the effect
that it is not practicable to observe the re-
quirements of the rule and that this can be
done wi t hout injustice to the of ficer
concer ned.

(d) That the words 'adequate  opportunity in
the context of rule 8 of the Rules  connote
"reasonably sufficient opportunity”™ in every
respect, to make a representation against. the
action sought to be taken agai nst the
enpl oyee. Bef ore an enpl oyee can be said to
have had this 'adequate opportunity’', the
enpl oyee has to be told the charges of
m sconduct and then he nmust have an
opportunity to be heard in answer to those

charges."
645
The case in R D. Rawa v. State(l) was also noticed in the
above Full Bench decision., In that case two charges were

made against Rawal and one of the charges was held not
established. Another charge, was on the basis that certain
action taken by himwag nal afi de The nal afides were held

not established but the inpugned order wthholding one
i ncrenent was passed on the ground that sone |apses on his
part had resulted in excess paynment to a contractor. Thi s
order was set aside by the High Court. That decision could
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be expl ained on the basis that the officer concerned did not

have an opportunity of showing that there was no |apse on

his part.

W may also refer to the decision in Roop Lal v. State of

Punjab (2) of the Punjab and Haryana Hi gh Court.

The ratio of decision in that case is stated as foll ows
"in the present case if the procedure under
rule 7 of the Rules had been followed and
i nst ead of a nmmjor punishnent a m nor
puni shment had been inflicted, no fault could
be found therewith but if no enquiry was held
as envisaged under rule 7 ibid and the m nor
puni shnment ‘was proposed to be inflicted under
rule 8 thereof, then the procedure prescribed
under rule 8 had to be followed."

We thus come to the conclusion that there was no failure in

this case to follow the relevant rules, which, as we have

already indicated, only require that the officer concerned

shoul d| have -an opportunity of making a representation in

respect  ‘of 'the charges mamde agai nst him This- |eaves the

guesti on —of whether any principles of natural justice have

been violated in this case.

The rules of natural justice would undoubtedly have to be

observed in any proceedings even by a donestic tribunal

But the principles of natural justice to be applied would

depend upon the circunstances of each case.. In Suresh v.
Kerala University(3) this Court pointed -out that t he
guestion whether the requirenments of natural justice have

been met by the procedure adopted nust depend to a great
extent on the facts and circunstances of the case.in point,
the constitution of the Tribunal and the rul es-under which
it functions. After referring to the decisions in_ Russe
v.Duke of Norfolk & Os., (4 ) Local Governnent Board V.
Alridge(3) and De Verteuil v. Knaggs & Anr.(6) this | Court
also referred to the observations of Lord Harman, J. in
Byrne & Anr. v. Kinematograph Renters Society Ltd.(7) to the
foll owi ng effect

(1) 1967 C.L.J. 439. (2) 1971 (1) S.L. R 41,

(3) [1969] 1 S.C.R 317. (4) 1949 | Al F.R 108 at 119.
(5) [1915] A C. 120. (6) [1918] A C. 557.

(7) [1958] Al E.R 579.

646

"What , then, arc, the requirenents of natural
justice in a case of this kind ? First, -l
think that the person accused should know the
nature of the accusation nade; secondly that
he shoul d be given an opportunity to state his
case; and thirdly, of course, that the
tribunal should act in good faith.. | do not
think that there really is anything nore;’
and went on to Jay down the sane principle in its own words

"Suffice it to say that in the case before us
there was a fair inquiry agai nst t he
appel lant; the officer appointed to inquire
was an inpartial person; he cannot be said to
have been bi assed agai nst the appellant; the
charge agai nst the appellant was nmade known to
him before the conmencenment of the inquiry;
the witnesses who gave evidence against him
were examined in his presence and he was
allowed to cross-examne themand lastly he
was given every opportunity to present his
case before the Inquiry Oficer. Hence we see
no nmerit in the contention that there was any
breach of the principles of natural justice.
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It is true that the Vice-Chancellor did not
nake available to the appellant a copy of the
report submitted by the Inquiry Oficer.
Admittedly the appellant did not ask for a
copy of the report. There is no rule requir-
i ng the Vice-Chancellor to, provide the
appellant with a copy of the report of the
Inquiry O ficer before he was called upon to-
nmake his representation against the provi-
si onal decision taken by him | t he
appellant felt any difficulty in making his
representation without |ooking into the report
of the Inquiry Oficer, he, could have, very
wel | asked for a copy of that report. Hi s
present grievance appears to be an after
t hought- and we see no substance in it."’
As we have indicated earlier, if Shri Banwari Lal had
i nposed” the punishment after he had given a hearing to the
appel | ant, the order would have been perfectly legal and it
could not ~have been said that any principle of natura
justice had been violated. The criteria indicated above
woul d have been satisfied. But what is urged before us in
this case is that as the report of the Treasure Oficer,
which we have already referred to earlier, was taken into
consi deration w thout showing, it to the appellant he has
been seriously prejudiced and the principles of natura
justice have been violated in so faras he has not had an
opportunity of making his representation in respect of that
report. We find no substance inthis contention. Wen Shri
Banwari Lal wanted a local enquiry to be nmade he apparently
wanted the representations nade by the appellant to be
checked up with the records and that is what has
647
been done as is clear froma conparisonof the allegations
on the basis of which the chargesheet was served on the
petitioner, and the report of the Treasury O ficer. W have
carefully one through it and it does not add one /single
i nstance nore than what is already found in the al l'egations.
It merely sets out the evidence in support of these
al | egati ons. W are, therefore, of the opinion that the
appel l ant has not been in any way prejudi ced by the Treasury
Oficer’s report being taken into consideration before the
order of punishnment was passed agai nst the petitioner. | f
before the Treasury Oficer had sent his report- he had
"associated the appellant in the enquiry he held it ~would
not have been necessary to give hima copy of the report he
sent . If the report had contai ned any material ~extraneous
to the charges against the appellant, or any thing in
addition to what 1is found in the original allegations
against him then only he could be said to have been pre-
j udi ced. In the decision of the Judicial Comrittee in B
Surinder Singh Kanda v. Government of the Federation of
Mal aya(1l) noticed in Suresh v. Kerala University (Supra) a
report made by the Board, which held the prelimnary
inquiry, which was highly prejudicial to Kanda had been
placed in the hands of the officer who held the fornal
enquiry was not nmade avail able to Kanda. That report was
likely to have prejudiced the Inquiry Oficer and the
Judicial Comrmittee held that the enquiry was not fair
There is no question in this case of the Treasury Oficer’s
report having prejudiced the punishing officer, M. D. D

Shar na. The application of the principles of natura
justice is not a question of observance of a fornula or a
nere technicality. 1In essence it is meant to assure that

the party concerned has an opportunity of being heard, the
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principle of audi alterampartam \Whether in any particul ar
case it has been violated will depend on the facts and

circunstances of that case. It is not to be considered that
unl ess all the procedure of the courts are observed it woul d
mean failure to observe the principles of natural justice.
We are of the opinion that no principles of natural justice

have been violated in this case. W think it useful in the
circunstances of this case to refer to the observations nmade
by this Court in Suresh’s case to the effect
"There seens to be an erroneous inpression in
certain quarters evidently influenced by the
provisions in Art. 311 of the Constitution
particul arly as they stood
(1) [1962] A.C. 332.
648
bef ore the amendnment of that article that every disciplinary
proceedi ng must consi st of two dinquiries, one before issuing
the show cause notice to be followed.by another inquiry
thereafter. Such i's not the requirenment of the principles
of natural - justice. Law may or nmmy not prescribe such a
course. Even if a show cause notice is provided by |law from
that it does not follow that a copy of the report on the
basis of which the show cause notice is issued should be
made available to  the person proceeded against or that
anot her inquiry shoul d be, held thereafter.’
In the result this appeal is disn ssed.
S.C Appeal dism ssed
349




