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Cantral Administrative Tribunal
Principal Bench, New DBelhi,

0A-884/89

New Delhi this the Sth Day of May, 1594,

Hon'ble Mr, B,N, Ohgundiyal, Memher (A)
Hon'ble Ms, Lakshmi Swaminathan,Member(J)

Sh., Maha Singh,

§/o Sh, Mukhtiar Singh,

R/o Vill,&P.0. Karala,

Delhi-110 061, ' Applican

cf

{Annlicant in parspn)

versus

1. Union of India,
through the Secrszstary,
Ministry of Agricultura,
(Deptt,of Agriculture & Cooparation),
Krishi Bhavan,
Neuw Delhi-110 001,

2, The Chairman,
Dalhi Milk Schema,
West Patel Nagar,
New Delhi-110 poha, He DOn’.‘igntS

o0

{8y advocate Sh., Y.S.R. Krishna)

gRnER (ORAL)

delivered by Hon'ble Mr. B,N, Dhcun@iyal,Member(A)

The apolicant Sh, Maha Singh was woTking
as Heavy Yshicle Driver in the Delhi Milk Scheme.
He earlier came tao this Tribunal in 0A=1140/87
ocided on 25.9.1289. In that O0.A., hs had challenged
an o:der'datgd 2&.7.f87 igssuad by the Ministry of
Agriculturs, in respcnse to hi;vreﬁieu petition under
2ule 29 of the Central Civil Services (Classificatien,
Cantrol & Appeal) Rulaes, 1965, He hed challenged an
earlisr order dated 11,12.1982 by uhich the penalty
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of tarmingticn of cervice has been impossd, His

content ion that this uas not a prescribsd penal ty

in the CCS{CCA) Rules and, therefore, an crder impoeing
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. the penalty of t.-mination of service was invali-,
was upheld and k Eiirécticr\ was issued bo the
NDisciolinary Authority to hold a fresh anauliry into

which

the charges in respect &f /the earlier inval id order
of 11.12,1962 had heen issued, The applicant had
contended that the sarlier order cf penalty haQing
been cuashed, no frash enguiry should have heen ordered
against hiﬁ. Thié contention was not accepted by the
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Tribunal and the 0.A, ‘was dism During the
nendency of the above 0,A., the anplicant had filed a

miscallansnus aoplication recuesting for dirsctions
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the respondents to give him nay and allovances
on account nf arrears from the fate of illenal order
of termination dated 11,12,1982 till the date of.

¢ rsinstatemont i.s. 28,2.1987. The Tribunal had
oh sarved that this was a fresh ilssus and could be

raised in 2 separate apnlicaticn, hence this 0, A,

Fresh snguiry zgainst the applicant has since
been Firal ised and in the order dated 1, 6,1990, the

Disciplinary Awthority has imposed a pesnalty of

Compulsory retirement, His sericd of absence from
‘. duty from 10,47981 to 27.8,7887 has been treatad as
dies ncn, IThe apnlicant states

5 that he had already |

: . submitted an appeal against this eorder,

In vieu of this development, the present 0,A,

has hecome infructucus, The applicant shall Yia free

to challenge any order, passed on his a2»peal. by the
authority, in accordance with lauw,
No costs, :
/ . 4 C/—- S K .
h rd
(L. SHAMINATHAT) (B, N, DHOUNYIYAL)
MZMBER (3) MEMBE™ (A}
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