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This application|was initially filed as a writ
|
|
petition in the High Court of Karnataka and subsequently

|
transferred to this Tri#unal.

|
The applicant w#s appointed as Security Guard in

o

ISRA Satellite Centre,;Bangalore (Respondent No.2) by its
Controller and was confirmed after completion of the
period of probation. Pisciplinary proceedings were
initiated against the applicant on 15.9,1982. The charge
levelled against him Qas that on 7.8.1982, he had helped
one Shri TB Jayachandfan, another Security Guard in
committing theft of aﬁ aluminium rod weighing about

23.5 kg from the wor%shop of the 2nd respondent. Based
on the enquiry held aéainst the applicant, an order
removing the applicadt from service was passed by the
Controller on lO.5.l§83 (Annexure-K). Aggrieved by

|
this order, the applicant has filed this application.

|
3, Shri K. Ramdas, learned counsel for the applicant,
|

urged Li~t several pﬁeas before us challenging the
. |
disciplinary proceedings, which were refuted by Shri
|

D.V. Shailendra Kum#r, learned counsel for the respondents,
|

4, We do not co$sider it necessary to examine the
rival contentions, ;ince the applicant has not availed of
the remedy of appeah,provided in Part VII of the Depart-
ment of Space Empl#yees (CCc2A) Rules, 1976 ('rules'),

|
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In view of the previsiens centained in Part VII ef the Tulaes,

we were net prepared te entertain this applicatien until the
applicant exhausts the remedy ef appeal referred te supra, The
appellate autherity shall entertain the appeal, if prefaried by
the applicant, condn?ng the delay if any, by exercising tha pewer

vested in him under previse ts rule 22 ef the rulss.

5. Befere cencluding, we weuld like te ebserve that
as and when an appeal is filed by the applicant, the appellate
autherity shall bear in mind the law as laid deuwn by the
Supreme Ceurt in a recent decisien in RAMAEHﬂneRa ve UNION OF
INDIA ( AIR 1986 SC 1173 ), wherein it was -bsarued as unders
" We wish te emphasize that reasened decisiens by
by tribunals, such as the Railway Beard in the
present case, will premste public cenfidence in
the administrative precess. An sbjective censi-
deratien is pessible enly if the delinquent ser-
vant is heard and given a chance te satisfy the
autherity regerding the final erdsrs that may be
passad en his appeal. Censideratiens ef fairplay
and justice alse require that such a persenal
hearing should be given®,
6. In giaw of the abeve ebssrvatien by the Suprems

Ceurt, we dispese ef this applicatien with ne erder as te cests,

subject te the ebssrvatien made in paragraph 4 supra.
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