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l. 	This application has been nivad today as an unlisted 

.f motions  
1;O 

2, 	 The applicant is aggrieved by the fact that by an Order 

dated 12,12.1995 passed by the disciplinary authority, he has been 

reduced to the stage of mInimum scale of pay of c. 750-940/- with 

immediate effect. The said order was passed pursuant to the carriage 

of a disciplinary proceeding instituted aga last him. ThthS appl i 

COp!therpplicant ha s challenged the ent ire disciplinary proceed in 

uptp the Order of the disciplinary authority. The applicant has 

filed an appeal on 20.12,1995 (Annexure 'C' to the application), but 

before the appeal could be disposed of, the applicant has moved this 

matter today as an unlisted one,. 

3. 	 The ground taken mainly by Mr. Ganerjee, id. Counsel for 

the applicant has been that, the appointment of the disciplinary 

authority as eall as the inquiry officer was not in accordance with 
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the rules and, prima facie, their appointeents were illegal since 

they were the vary officers who haO signed the T.A. bills preferred 
applicant 	 which 

by the/and on the basis of L 	claim, subsequent disciplinary 

proceeding was drawn up against him. 

4. 	 lIe. Sanyal, ld. Counsel for the respondents, strongly 

opposes the admission of the application. She submits that the 

applicabion is premature since the applicant hed preferred an appeal 

before the appellate authority riled' on 20th December, 1995 and not 

even one month has been given to the appellate authority to dispose 

it or. She, therefore, prays for the dismissal of the application. 

50 	 We have heard the submissions of the learned Counsel for 

both the parties and carefully considered the facts and circumstances 

of the case, Ordinarily, the applicant is expected to come before 

this Tribunal in the matter like this only after all the remedies'. 

available tohim are exhausted. It appears that while the applicant- ''  

has preferred an appeal against the Order ofthedisciplinary authori 
order 

-ty, whichLis impugned in this case, he did not have much, patience 

to wait till the disposal of the appeal; rather he has rushed to 

this Tribunal on a second thought, 	in the conspectus of the case,. 

we are of the view that this application is premature and, hence, 

it Can be disposed of at the stage of admission itself with a suitable 

direction on the respondents. 

6. 	 In view of the above1 the application is disoosed of with 

the direction that the appellate authority shall consider the appeal 

petition filed by the applicant on 20.12.1995 as per law within a 

period of 2 months from the date of communication of this Order and 

the result of the appeal shall also be Oommunicated to the applicant 

within one month thereaPter. The applicant is given liberty to 

approach this Tribunal if he feels aggrieved by the,. Order of the 

appellate authority passed in the matter. 	 as to costs. 
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