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We have heard Ms. Sumedha Sharma, learned

counsel for the respondents- She has pointed out

that applicant in this OA had been removed from

service by an order passed by the disciplinary

authority on 30.12.1994. His appeal for

reinstatement in service also came to be rejected

vide order dated 11.8.99 passed by the Appellate

Authority. The applicant has challenged his removal

from service, though he has not specifically impugned

the aforesaid orders. On that ground, learned

counsel for the respondents submits that OA is not,

maintainable and the same is liable to be dismi-ssed.
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2. Applicant has' submitted that after

ioining in clerical cadre., he was appointed as LDC

w„e>f. 12th July. 1993. Thereafter he had fallen

sick and his mental condition was not up to mark.

Thereafter the applicant received head injury being a

victim of dacoity and FIR h'lol08/94.. u/s 394 IPG dated

24.2.1994 was lodged^ so the applicant was obstructed

from attending his duties., due to reasons beyond his

control. Applicant contends that on this ground his

removal from service is untenable and the same has

been made on extraneous considerations. However. w"e

have gone through the order dated 11.8.1999 which has

been annexed at Annexure-F. The order is a reasoned

and a speaking order. Going through the same we find

that the applicant was given adequate opportunity

before imposing the aforesaid penalty of removal from

service. It is only after the applicant failed to

attend the enquiry despite several notices that he

was proceeded ex parte. Disciplinary authority had

granted ample opportunity to the applicant before

passing the order of removal from service.

3. In view of the foregoing discussions,

we are of the view that no ground for interference

has been made out in the present OA. The OA is thus

devoid of merit and the same is accordingly

dismissed. No costs.
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