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IN MiZ CTRAL ADMINISTRkVE fl.I3UNAL 
JTiC! BCh ;O £2AK. 

ORIGINAL APPLICA'tON NO. 426 OF 1999, 

GAt'TES WAR DALAIP 	 ... 	 AICAN T 

7R3 4  

UNION OF INDIA & ORS. 	... 	 R3POND IV I 

OR IN519JCtONS. 
17 	 1. Whether it be refer.ed to th reporters or not? 

2. 	tether It be cjrcu1ted to all te 3eflches Qthe 
Citra1 A(iTflifli$trtiVc Triounal or not? 

(G.NAR?SIMIi?M) 	 (94T7j 
MIB ER(JUDI CI AL) 	 CE-CHAIiAN iP 
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CEN IRAIJ ADMINT TRAIVE T31UNAL 
Pli 	 CU ITAQ( B ENCH;CU TTACK. 

OINAL APPLICAON NO, 426 01? 1999. 
Cüittack. thTthe 30th of Junc, 2000, 

CORM 
THE HOUABLE MR. SOMNAfli SOME 'IICE-CHAI F14?N 

AND 
iE HONOURABLE MR, G, NAR7SIMHAM, M PBER(JUrt.) 

GANESAR DALAX, 
Aged ahyt 25 years, 
S/o.!hateswar Dalal, 

thag 	 . arh,Dist.uttCk. 	.•. 	 pp1icant, 

By legal practiti cner: MIS. V. Narasingh, L. STfl tray, P. Y. Dash, 
Adv(rtee. 

-VersUS-v 

union of India represented thrcugh its 
Secretary,Departrrent of ReVenUe, 
New Delhi-l. 

Ccnmissicner of Income 2ax,Orissa,15 Lidyan Marg, 
BhubanesWar, Dist;j<kzlrda. 

Respondents. 

BY legal practitici 2 Mr.A.K.BOse, Senior Snding Co.1n3€i. 
(C6ntrai). 

p R D E R 

MR, SNAI1 S1 VICE-CHAI4AN 

In this 0ri9Xl  Applicatim under section 19 

of the Adnd.nistrative Tribunals ACt.1995, the applicant has 

prayed for quashing the order dated 3.1.1998, at Annecure. 6 

dispensing with hiz service and has also asked for ccnseentia1 

benefits. Departmental Recndents have fI1.ed coJnter opposing 

the prayer of applicant. Uben the matter WZS called ty, 

Mr.Narasingham, learned coine1 for the applicant and his assccj 

ates wer€ absent.No request has also been me on their behalf 

seeking 	 s in this matter pleadings have been 

completed long ago, it was not possible to dreg on the matter 

indefinitely.e have, therefore, heard Mr.A.K.305C,learn& 

senior Staring Consel appearing for the aeondent$ and have 

also perused the records. 



2. 	 For the purpose of c cn sideLing this petitfon, it is 

not necessary to go into too many facts of this case.e admitted 

pos.tion is that the applicant was engaged as a casuj worker 

under the Rgpcfldct N0,2 and was ccferred temoray statis in 

due Cccse.In coarse of his enyagemt, lapses in his official 
that 

c cjiduct were notjcedat frecuent intervals he remained absent 

witht intjmaticn,Jje had absented with office vehicle for the 

entire day and night on one cccasion and for this the Deprtmental 

Auth 'dUes issued several warnings to him, 31t there was no 

improvement in his conduct and behavioir inspit.e of written and 

verbal warnings, The Departrrental Authoritieshave, therefore 

decided to dispense with his service by givina him one month's 

notice in letter dated 10.4.1996. Thereafter,appi1cnt in his 

letter dated 23.4.1996,at Anfl.exure-2 admitt€d his lapse and 

begged apology and submitted that he w1d not indulge in such 

conduct in future but again he indulq. in such indiscipj.ined 

c cnd uc t and f r i the letter  at Ann exu re 4 i t a pp ea rs that on 

31.12.1996, he absented with the office Jeep for the entire 

peritd of that day and night. In letter dated 3.2.1397,t 

Annexure5,his explanation was ca1le,respcnden'ts have stated 

that he did not submit any expianaticc.A gain in letter dated 

5.5.7,hjs explanation, was called for thrcugh Regd.Pcst.Again 

anther notice was given tc him on 25.3.1997 and this letter 

was served. on the applicant out he did not respcnd,in  the 

c mtext of the above facts, the Departmental Au thori ties issued 

order dispensing with his service. The petitioner in the original 

Application has challenged the order on the grcund that the 

order is of ar3itrary and mala fide and has been passed due to 

nonapplicaticn of mind.He has also stated that any order which 

casES a stigma n a person cannly be passed after ging him 
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due opportinity to shcw Cause.On the above grc,nds, the 

applicant has cme up on the prayer for quashine the 

order at Arinexure-6, 30th the greunds taken by the 

applicant are not sustainable ; firstly beciuse in this 

case notice was given to him repeatedly with regard to 

his unsatisfactory work.n an earlier accasicn he had also 

admitted his fault and has given an undertaking to improve 

his cctlduct out no such improvement wiS noticed.Before 

passing the impugned order a notice was sent to him and 

the notice was received by him is menticned in the order 

itself ut the applicant did not resVse,It,can not 

therefore, be said that he was not given any opportinity 

to show Cause against the order of disenc;agsnent.Applicant 

is a casual worker with temporary Statis.He has not been 

regularly aosorbed in the Govt. service and therefore, CCA Rules 

is not applicaole to him and no regular preedings under the 

CCA axles, cld have been initiated against him. As his 

work was foind unsatisfactory, he was asked to shcw cause and 

thereafter, the impugned order has been passed. This order 

can not be said to have oeen passed due to ncnapplication 

of mind. Consid erigg the repeated misconduct of the 

applicant including the abccnding. with the office vehicle 

which is a valuable peoperty, the order of disengagement 

of the appLicant can not oe said to be arbitrary. 

3. 	 In the result, we do not find any merit in 

this Original Applicati 'Ti which is icc oringly rejected. 

No Costs, 

L 

(G. NARASIML-iM) 
MB ER(JUDICIAt) 

KNWcM. 

(soMNATi SON) 
VlCECftkIr1AN 
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