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hegistration O..^. I\io,'l245 of 1987

ohriJubeyf\a[n =«•• ^ppjicant.

Mersus

Union of India ... • ... ... Respondent.

Hon» 1^'lr. Justice U. C. orivastaua, U.C. •
Hon'bls [^1s. Usha Savara, Member (m)

^By hon. Nr.Justice U.C® drivastaua,U,L.)

The applicant was appointed as Khal^asi by

.Oy. General Manager(Cj intha Eviction Ce ] ] of Estate

Officer, Northern Hail uiay Baroda Hcuss, Weu Delhi. He

has filed this application against his ramouai order

dated 19. 3. 1986. T hs • appl icant feiH sick u.e.f. 21,6.1984
d&CcralZn^is

and submitted medical certificates from tine to

time.tls' however,y rece iued a chargesheet date doc, 11 , 1. 198 5,

. /with of unauthorised absence from 21 £,8.1984.
-v 1*

rtn enquiry officer was appointed. The applicant appeared

before the enquiry officer and according to him ho

prosecution witness was produced and no adniission or
CJh-O/r^i^

denial of the was done and no examination

f ;H3-oK_ istce
or cross-examination of the witnesses sL-©{^ and

even than the enquiry officer recorded the f ind ings
i/U-vv; '*

•• on the basis of which, he has been remoued from
t/1

se rvice ^

2. The learned counsel for the applicant Sri

f'lainee contended thot the entire proceedings

ware without jurisdiction manifestly
V/

illegal in as much as the charge-shaet was issued

by the incompetent authority and he was also removed

by the incompe.tent authority. The order of the
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ramaual Lj'gS signed by the oecretary of the General

T'lanoger. It may be th^t the GenerB] I'lanager has

pdssBQ the order on the file but the cornmunicbtion

has been done by the oeere tary. tJut5 we are in the

dark because the appi icant cannot claim

relief on such a ground uhen himself avoiding- in making

statement of facto In case that waa so, he could ha^e

filed a deosr^frientai appeal and in the, departmental

£,ppgcjl sue rd; ithsos^aaie o '̂ s. a ma-cter of fact,

ue find from the written statement which has bean

filed by the Fiespondents that the applicant appeared

bafoiS the enquiry officer and confesse.d that he did

not' inform the administration regarding his absence

from duty and he aiso did not like to produce any

defence counsel as per statement dated 2„1»1&o6. He

further confessed on the next dajje iie , on 14,1. 158S

that he did not submit any intimation to administration

about his t^^ence from duty. These odmissions of the

^jpp] icant hc.us been placed on the record cind

in these circumstances the findings were recorded against

the applicant and that is why hos been removed from

service, .'1I though, we are dismissing this application

but with the obssrvyation th<^t it is a ccise in which

re-appointment can be giuen to the appliccint and as

far as possiblBj re-appointment should be given tc

the applicant by the respondentso No order as to the

C O v3 t e

r'iemberi >-vj - Uice-Cha ir man

J^ted; 24.12o1992
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