Central Administrative Tribunal
Principal Bench

. g

O0,A. No, 509/96

New Delhi, this the 17th day of Fay,1996

Hon'ble Shri AeV.Haridasan, Vice-Chairman(3)

Hon'ble Shri R.K.Ahooja, Member (A)

Subhash D.Pachbhave s/o

Shri Dhiraman Pachbhave,

Cell No, 22, Ward No. 10,

Central Jail No, 2,

Tihar, New Delhi~ 64, . ssofApnlicant

(In person through jail)

Versus’

1. Joint Secretary(Trg.),
and CAO, Ministry of Defence,
Government of India BeHeQey PoUo,
New Delni~- 110 011,

2, Director of Administration (Civil),
Navel qus. uDaHQQ.,_ paoo,
New Delhi- 11G 011, e s Re3pomznts

(By Shri V.K.Mehta,counsel)

"0 RDE R (ORAL)

B8y Hon'ble Shri A.V,Haridasan, Vice=Chairman(J)

This application has been filed by the apolicant who s
under going sentence against an order pasced by the fi:si
respondent dismissing him from service on ecceunt of his candun?
wnich led to his conviction for offences undsr Sections 3,5 &

9 of the Official Secrets Act and Section 120=-8 cf IBL 1o
consequent sentence of rigorous i;ﬁfisonmigiqipr 14 y2 1y

2 years and five years respectively, The applicant’s screntieon
1%

is thet he was convicted by the trisl court in a cose wivich woo

fabricated and that he has filed an appeal before the #i-h foust.

-/ .
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which has since been admitted and pending, Since 8 guilt cf the

I

applicant has not been finaliy established, the respondents arc nnt

justified in dismissing him from service.Cjn4Z€u£3 /s éy?ﬂiia:f

The respondentsrcontended that the applicant had been found

guilty of offences Under Section 3 & S5 of the Official Secrets Act
and 120-B of the 1.P.C, and sentericed to undergo rigorous imprisormm s
for a period of 14 years and that the impuoned order was p-tted i

accordance with law after giving the applicant a notice and =n

opportunity to shoy causé. The pendency of an eppe sl against tha
order of conviction and sentence, according td the respondenis,
should not stand in the way ofthe respondents dismissing hs
applicant from service in accordance with law, if the competent
authority finds that the conduct of the applicant which led to the

conviction rendered him ineligible to continue in government serving,

We do not find any infirmity in the impugned order ever
prima-facie reguiring further deliberation of the Application,

If the applicant is ultimately acquitted by the High Court, i+ o3y

be open forhim to seek appropriate relief from the respondenta

themselves, Therefore, Finding nothing in this case for fupibee

deliberation, the application is re jected Under Section 15(3) of

the Administrative Tribunals Act, As the applicant is under yoing

rdgorous imprisonment in Jail, a copy of th-is order be tranusmis‘:g

to him in Jail,

(FeKoAhDo4 (AuV.Haridasan)
Memaer (A) : ‘ Viee-Chairman{J)
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