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2L.0DER DAE 31-3-2001. 

Learn€d counsel for the applicant 

shri G.N.Mohapatra and his associates are 

absent. There is also no request for 

adjournment.On thelast two occasions on 

2.3.2001 and 17.7.2001 also learned Counsel 

for the applicant was absent without any 

intimation,As in this instant case pleadings 

have been Completed long ago it is not 

Possible to adjourn the matter further and 

drag on the matter secial1y in the aosence 

of any request from the side of applicant. 

I. 	 have therefore,heard Shd. 3.K.3a1,learned 

Additional standing Counsel for the Respondents 

and have also Perused the records. 

In this O.A. applicant has prayd for 

quashing the letter dated 23.2.1999 at 

Annexure-6 issuei by the 1.0. rejecting a 

time petition filed by applicant oefore the 

1.0,. for submission of his final defence 

statement.He  has also prayed for quashing the 

jtter dated 3.4.1994 at Annexure-7 from the 

orks MariagerKharagpur who presumaoly the 

DisCiplinary Authority in respect of applicant 

enclosing a copy of the report of the 1.0. dt, 

8.3.1999 to him and renuiring the applicant to 

file his representation if any against the 

report of the 1.0. 

Respondents have filed counter opposing 

the prayers of applicant. For the present 

Pu rpose it is not necessary to go into too many 

facts of this case.mitted1y disciplinary 

proceedings were drn up against the applicant. 
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In course of the proceedings he was given time 

till 32.1999 by the 1.0. to submit his 0 

final defence statement after conclusion of 

thehearing. The applicant in his letter dated 

92,1999 wanted fifteen days time and accordingly 

extra ten days time was allowè i.e. till 

12. 2.1999. APPliCant filed another application 

on 20.2.1999 asking for calling one 	upadhaya 

aswitness.He had also asked for copies of 

Certain documeflts.The i,o. for the reasons 

indicated in the order at anneXUre6 rejected the 

petition .phereafter enquiry was completed and. 

second impugned order dated 3. 4.1999, the copy 

of the enquiry report was supplied to him.This 

letter WS issued on 3.4.1999 and it appears 

that immediately after getting this letter and 

the report of the enquiry officer,the applicant 

filed this O.A. On lath of April,1999 with the 

aforesaid prayerS.LaaW is well settled that in 

a disciplinary proceedings the scope of 

interference by the Tribunal is very limited. 

The TriJUnal can only iriterere if reasonable 

opportunitY has not been given to the 

delinquent officer or rules of natural justice 

have been 	 erenc can also 

be made if the findings are oased on 

O evidence or patentlY perverse.ThuSs 

in'tase where the disciplinary proceedings 

have been concluded and punishment imposed 

the scope of interference by the Tribunal 

is limited in the manner indicated above. 

Necessarily therefOre,th case where the 

disciplinary p roceedings are still 

.i-,rai4nri..th 	scope of interference Dy 
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the Tribunal is completely non-existefl. in the 

instant case,if the applicant has any grievance 

with regard to the report of the 1.0. he is free 

to make a represetati0fl to the jisciplinary 

AUthOrity against the findings of the I .0. out 

without doing that he has straightaway come to 

this Triounal.In view of this we hold that his 

prayer for quashing the, anncxure-7 is without 

any merit and this 	prayer is accordingly 

rej ected. 

His first prayer for quashing 

the letter dated 23.2.1999 of the enquiry Officer 

c ç \ 

can not also be accepted beCise in case the 

applicant has beefl prejudiced by the aoOVe order 

of the I .0. he is free to raise this point in 

his representation against the report of the I.C. 

in 	view of this we hold t1a t the petition 

is without any merit and the same is rejected. 

NO costs. 
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