
REGISTERED 

CENTRAL AD1INISTRATIVE TRIUWAL 
BANGALORE BENCH 

S •S••S 

Commercial Complex(BDA), 
Indiranagar, 
Bngaloro— 560 038. 

Datedt 	7 
CONTEMPT OF COURTAPPLICATION NO 28 	) ___j87( 

IN APPLICATION Nb 91/8?(F)  
.PNo.  

APPLICANT 	 Vs RESPONDENTS  

Shri Ansley Souri The Secy, Rio Defence & 2 Or. 
To 

1. 	Shri Ansl.y Souri 4. 	The Scientific Adviser to Minister 
C/c Rajen Stores of Defence & Director General 
Vibhuthipura. Research & OBvelopment 

Maratha]ii NO. DHQ P0 	Now Delhi - 110 011 
Bangalore - 560 037 5, 	The Director 

Gas Turbine Research Establishment 
2. 	Shri M.S. Ananderamu R & 0 Organisation 

Advocate Suranjandas Road 
128, Cubbonpet Main Road Post Box No. 7577 
Bangalore - 560 002 Bangalore 	560 075 

3, 	The Secretary 6, 	Shri M. Vasudeva Rao 
Ministry of Defence Central Govt. Stng Counsel 
South Blpck Nigh Court Buildings 
New Delhi - 110 011 Bangalore -560 001 

Subject: SENDING COPIES OF ORDER PASSED BY THE BENCH 

Please find enclood herewith the couy of ORDER// 

I1U*CZ*X passed by this Tribunal in the above saidLa 	o?t Court 

on 	12-10-87 

LPUTY REGISTRAR 
End: as above. 	 (JuDICIAL) 



&) INFT 1  TJ'T TI7UNAL: 	Afl'T 

TIS TTTTT IPT flAY CV' 	 lfl'7. 

stice 2uttaswa1Iy, 	 Vice-'Thair ian. 
An -I: 

'.Trinivasan, 	 .. 	her(A) 

t 

flri Ansley Touri, 
on of .JOhfl  flouri,oed about f 7  years, 

working as Fore.oao, fTCS Turbine 
flesearc' Tstahlish ient 'esearch an0  
fleve1opoent flranisation,(now ill ally 
reoove'1  fro 	service) and residi 	at 'Tin 
71  ajan Ttores, 'ibuthiro , 	ore di alli 	. ., 

'• 

17 (y  

V. 

buion of India, 
represented by the f'ecre tory 
to 'Tovern.  ent of India, 

inistry of efe.nce, 
CVJ 'Ol1 -lIP Cfl 

7. The ?cientjfic Adviser to the .iinister 
011 tefenc and the 1rector 'T e 	 oreral 
of 	esearch and evelop000nt,'Toverno :ent of India, 
flirectorat of 'Tersonnel,  
bew 	elhi 11° 111. 

AO licont. 

6• The 'riector, 
flas Turbine 'Tesarcb Tstablishont, 
'Teserrch and flevelopient ranisation, 
Suranjandas Toad, ost 	T Io.77, 
2anialore 72' 075 	 .. espondents. 

(Ty ri .Tesu'eva tTao,A 0 

This application co 	on for huerio: this day, 7ice-'Tbeir an 
ode the fc;llooin: 

I.. thia 	ho in. 	aa'er 	.ctoo b of t a 	:stoaiv 

Tribunals Act of IT '5 ('the. Act') the ap)licnnt has challaned order 

'To.?ers 21741/ TA)/L'T dated nil coao unioated with letter 

GTYT dated 17 1 1f 1 a7' of the 	irector, 'Tas Turbine Aesearch Tsta- 

hlisboent, Toaalore ('°irector') (Annexure- T); order no.Pers!T17d// 	/ 

LC dated 2T11_l0T5 (Annexure-h) of the °cientifio dviser to dea 

I ]nister of 	fence and 'Tirector 'Teneral A esearch and 7pv,10 
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Oranisatiori, New Delhi ('SA') and order 1,,o.GTR/PC/0406 dated 

24-6-1985 (Annexure-H) of the Director. 

9. At the material time, the applicant was working as a foreman 

in the office of the Director. In a disciplinary proceedings instituted 

aganst him under the Central Civil Services (Classificiation, Control 

and Appeal) Rules ('the Rules') the Director made an order on 

24--1985 (Annexure-H) imposed the penalty of removal from service. 

Aggrieved by this order, the applicant filed an appeal before the 

SA who on 29-11-1985 rejected the same. Aggrieved by these orders, 

the applicant filed a representation before the Minister of State 

for Defence Production who has rejected the same and the same 

has been communicated to the applicant on 17-4-1986 by the Director. 

Hence, this application. 

Sri M.S.Anandaramu,learned counsel for the applicant, contends 

that the statutory appeal filed by him under theRules had not been 

considered by the SA in conformity with Rule 27 of the FuIes and 

his order was not a speaking order as explained by the Supreme 

Court in RAM CUANDER V. UNION OF INDIA AND OTHDRS (AIR 

1986 SC 1173). 

Sri M.Vasudeva Rao, learned Additional Central Government 

Standing Counsel appearing for the respondents sought to support 

the order of the SA. 

In support of his appeal the applicant had urged a large 

number of grounds on questions of fact and law. Dut, the SA had 

rejected the same without considering any one of those grounds or 

requirments of Rule 27 of the Rules. V/ithout any doubt, the order 

made by the 	 L 
t 	 in contravention of the princi- 

ples enunciated in Rai:i Chander's case is liable to he quashed and 

( 



'r wi to restore 	the appeal to its ori1nl 	91n 

n 	in acccr lnnce with 	law. In this 	vie -r,it 

s also necessary to quash the order We by rovernuent rejcctin 

'C res)resentatjons :nade by the aonlicnt. 

. As the TA hcd not disposed of the appeal in confornAty 

With la', we cannot cxc dne the correctnnss of the order nude 

by the 7fractor end the Sc w has necessarily to he done by tia 

Cd.. in the first instancs 	hi, therefore, decline to exa ;ine the cor- 

rectness of the order of the 	. 

7. Cri \nandora.nj contends that the applicant 7,Iad not been 

furnished with a copy of the report of the inquiry officer and the 

)irector be directed to furnish the sawe to hi 

. hibthout cxcninia whether a copy of tfi r port of L; L miry 

officer had heci furniiihi 	r lot, we consider it proper to direct 

the 	irector to furnis' . 	o the sac to the applicant within 

l' 	1 nys fro:. t' is 

Jn 	the ii eh 	0r our 1150vec'jscusSjo:i -/ 	hiVe the fol loi 
orders prl directions: 

(a) 	o 	luash 	order 	o.?crs/l7A4/To/Lfl 	dated nil 	(Annexure- T) 	of 	govern ient 	coe uoicated by 	tho 11ructor 	and order 	I o.Pers/21744/c/Lp dated -U-en (.'nnexurc-)of the 	CA 	and 	direct 	hi 	to 	restore the 	aeoenl filed 	by 	t'c applicant 	to 	its 	oriyinal fine 	and dispose 	of the 	sawe 	in accordance 	with 	law, 	the observations 	wade in 	this 	order and 	Ca. 	Chnnder's case. 

hi direct the 	irector - respondent Io..l to furnish a copy 
f the report of the Inquiry Tfficer to the w)plicent eTit ' in 1 7  days fro, this day. 

hi. 	pplication is disposed of i n  the above terns. flut, in the 

A 

no/c.7. 


