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The applicant has filed this Q,A. impugning

the order dated 23.5,91 of the Disciplinary Authority

(Annexure 'C') by which the penalty of dismissal from

serv/ice has been imposed on him. He has also filed

an n.P. 1447/93 to amend the G,A. so as to
xmpugne

the Appellate Order dated 26.2,93 (Annexure 'H') by

which the appeal against the dismissal order has b;

dismissed. That fl.P. is still under consideration.

2, The Respondents haus net filed a reply.

3. The matter came up before us on 28.9,93, when the

Id. counsel for the applicant mentioned that an ordi

has also been passed in a relatsd contempt petition.

Ue then felt that, ps-rhaps, in the light of that ordar,

this Q.A. might hav/e become infructuous. Ue, therefore.

.i.



directed the counsel to produce a copy of the order

issued in the CCP uhich has been done.

4. It is seen that earlier OA 878/92 uas filed by

the applicant against the Annexure 'C order of dis

missal dated 23.5.91. Oudgemzint thereon was delivered

on 20.11,92 (Annexure 'G'). Both counsel agread that

the reference in the judgement to the disciplinary

authority's order dated 7.5.90 in para 1 is a mistake

and it refers to the impugned order dated 23.5,1991

(Annexure 'C') in the present case. The applicant

had filed an appeal uhich uas pending uhen that O.A.

was filed. Therefore ^rin the Annexure *G' judgement'

dated 20.11,1992^ ihis Tribunal directed the Appellate

Authority to decide the appeal by a spg^ing order,

after giving an opportunity of being haard.

The Appellate Authority than passed the order dt.15.2.93

Annexure 'H'. The applicant filed CCP/8B/93 on the

ground that Appellate Authority did not comply with the

direction given to him to hear the applicant before

he passed the order. That CCP had been disposed of by the

order dated 15,10,1993 by uhich the Appellate Authority's

order dated 16.2.93 (Annexure *H') has been quashed.



He has further been directed to pass an order after

giving an opportunity of personal hearing of the

peti tion er.

In the present O.A., the order dated 23.5,91

of the disciplinary authority has bean impugned. The

Annexure 'H' Appellate order dated 15.2,93 is'also

sought to be impugned by i in rti mi nn the O.A. f or

uhich 1*1.P. 1447 has been filsd. That order has

already been quashed by the order in the CCP.

It is for this reason that ue felt that this

0«A. has become infructuous because the appaal against

the order datsd 23.5,91 of the disciolinary authority

is 'again pending. That has to be disposed of in the

light of the directions given in the order disposing

of the CCP. In the circumstances, us find that this

application is premature as the appeal is pending and,

therefore, it is dismissed. Je make it clear that

it uili not stand in the way of the applicant seeking

such remedy as advised after the appeal is disposed of.

The Id, counsel for the applicant has drawn

our attention to the earlier proceedings where an

interim order has bean passed. Now that the appeal



is still pending, we direct that the applicant

should not be evicted from the Government quarter,

until the appeal is disposed of.

9. O.A, and 1*1.Ps. are disposed of accordingly.

(iM .V , Krishnan)
Vica-Chairman (A)


