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This case came up for final hearing before Court-2
today, The Hon'ble Member (AM), Shri F. Srinivasan
mada the following:
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In this a;dl;o tlﬂﬁ which was originally filed
as a Jdrit pubLLLuﬂ'Hu ore the High Court of Kernsteka,
I
tha applicant has Ch llznged an gorder dated 23.11.1381
by which he has HB&n.rotirad from service under FR.56(3
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to him on 29,4.198(0 against which the applicant had
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made no representagion, but since the applicant had
been promoted to a higher post after this adverss

remark was communiFated, it should be teken that there

was no material for the competent authority to form the
opinion that it was in the public interest to rstirs
the applicant compulsorily, If adverse remarks had

been made in his Confidentizl Reports, which had not

been communicated to him, they should not have been
.aksn into cansideration. In other words, his
contention is that|there was no material bsfore the

compatent authority: on which te form the opinion that

it was in the public interest to retire him,
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a Shri M. VYasudeva Rao, learned counsel for the
respondents, strongly opposes the contantion of

Shri Achar and urges that the High Pouer Commiitee
authorised to revisw the case of the applicant for the

f FR 55(j) hed considered the availahle material
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purpose o
and had come to the conclusion that it was not in the
public interest to |[rstain the applicani in the post in

which he wes serving. He has produced before us the

minutes of Lhe meeling of ths High Power Committese
which we have gone |through, We find that the Committee

has duly considered thez work of bthe officer over his
entirs service and parciculesrly during the last five

Master. The
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Committee has zlso considercd special report submitted
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to them for the purpose of rzview and have come to

comclusion that it was nob desirable to continusz him

in service in the post he was hglding at that time.
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The applicant was offerzd the choice of taking the
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immediate lowsr | post but with no chancss of promotion
thersfrom till he superannuated and the applicant had
rejected the offler, Thsrefors, the applicant was
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we, thargfore, find no.-merit in the contenticn

forth before us on Sehalf of the applicant and we
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salisfied that thore was sufficient material Lo
justify the action under FR 56(3j) which had bezn taken

folloued the procedure prescribed for the pUrpose,
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