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Applicant impughs an order dated 2.2.2000-
whereby the respondent Mo .2 had sought to dispense with

the services of the applicant.

2. ' The facts as alleged in brief are that ihe
applicant was working on daily wages basis since 1884 .
t{e had been conferred with temporary status on the |inss
of the grant of temporary status in accordance wiih the
scheme known as Casual Labourers {(Grant of Temporary
S5tatus and Regularlsation) Scheme ofF Governmeht of India,
1883. A show cause notice was served uperi him asking him

to exptain his conduct in retation tc an atlleged incident
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order dated

%

of ave teasing on 19.11.18988 vide
17/19.1.2000, Annexure-B. The app!icant submitted his

T reply to the said show cause notice vide Annexure—C and
after considering the same, the impugned order ‘was passed

peen dispensed

and the services of the applicant had

~

with.

- 3. Though the respondents counsel did not turn up

to argue the case, | have heard the leatned counsel for

the applicant and piroceeded to dispose of the case in

accordance with the CAT (Procedure) Rules in the absence

of the respondents counsel .

4. The jearned counsel tor the applicant

" submitted that since the show cause notice discloses that

the applicant had been punished for the some misconduct

of eve teasing sO a regular enquiry should have been held

and only then the app!icant should have been punished.

As the principles of natural justice have been violated,

so the impugnhed orders are liable to be guashed.

5. The applicant has also referred to provisions

of +the scheme of 1.9.19983 issued by the DOP&T with regard

to the service conditions of casual labourer who have

peen conferred with temporary status and submitted that

even the scheme postulates an enquiry to be conducted by

the department.
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6. | have considered this aspect of ‘the learned
counse! for the applicant.
T.. However, from Lthe reply given to the show

cause notice.l find that there is a clear cut admission
in the reply of the applicant wherein he had submitted
that because of .frustrat(on as he is not being
regularised some time he does cross tﬁe bimit. Even in
his. appeal he had submitted that he may be pardoned for

the ltapses on his part.

8. . The allegations as per the show cause notice
are that on 19.12.1898 he was found moving in a state of
intoxicaticen and at about 8.00 F.M., misbehaved with 4-5
ladies. Thus 'the allegations against him appear to be
serious which are admitted by the app!icant. So | do not
find that any enquiry should have been heid when there is

admission on the part of the applicant himself.

9. Thus the services of the applicant had been
rightly dispensed with. No interference is called.
Accordingly, the OA is dismissed. Mo costs.
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