CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE
BANGALORE BENCH

REGISTERED

TRIBWNAL

Commercial Complex(BDA),

Indiranagar,
Bangalore~ 560 038.
. Dateds 16-10-¢ 7
CONTEMPT OF COURT APPLICATION NO 28 /87()
IN APPLICATION ubh]914pv(r)
APPLICANT Vs RESPONDENTS
Shri Ansley Souri The Secy, M/o Defance & 2 Ors
To
4, ' The Sclentific Adviser to Minister
1 A
O sl PO of Defencs & Dirsctor Genparal
C/o Rejan Storss
Vibhuthipuram Rsseargh & Desvelopment
Marathalli P, 0. DHQ PO. New Delhi - 110 Q11
Lok o g g S. The Director
Gas Turbine Research Establishment
2. Shri Mm,S. Anandaramu R & D Oeganisation
Advocate Suranjandas Road
128, Cubbonpet Main Road Post Box No. 7577
Bangalore ~ 560 002 Bangalore - 560 075
3. The Segrstary 6. Shri M. Vasudsva Rao

Ministry of Defence
South Block
New Dslhi - 110 011

Subjects SENDING

Central Govt. Stng Counssl
High Court Buildings
Bangalore -560 001

COPIES OF ORDER PASSED BY THE BENCH

Please find encloced hercwith the cocy of DRDER/@JQ{/

Inxxaxnxxnx!x passed by this Tribunal in the

on 12-10-87
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iy
Qra“;anisation, New Delhi ('SA') and order No.GTRE/PC/0408 cdated

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

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

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

against him under the Central Civil Services (Classificiation, Control

\
and Appeal) Rules ('the Rules') the Director made an order on
‘ : 2 ;

24-$—1985 (Annexure4E~Ih imposed the penalty of removal from service.
Aggrieved by this order, the applicant filed an appeal before the
SA i‘w‘no 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.

|
' 3. 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 Rules and
i

his order was not a speaking order as explained by the Supreme
I :
Court inn RAM CHANDER v. UNION OF INDIA AND OTHERS (AIR

1986 SC 1173).

4, Sri M.,Vasudeva Rao, learned Additional Central Government
|

Standing Counsel appearing for the respondents sought to support
|

the order of the SA.

5. In support of his appeal the applicant had urged a large
number of grounds on questions of fact and law. Dut, the SA had
\ 4
rejected the same without considering any one of those grounds or

|
requir}aments of Rule 27 of the Rules. Without any doubt, the order

\
made 1by the SA/

in contravention of the princi-
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ples enunciated in Ram Chander's case is liable to be quashed and




a direction issued to him to restore the appeal to its original file
and re-determine the same in with law. In this view,it
is also necessary to quash the order made by Government rejecting
the respresentations made by the applicant.

6. As the SA had not disposed of the appeal in conformity

with law, we cannot examine the correctness of the order

by the Director and the same has necessarily to be done by the

SA in the first instance. We, therefore, decline to examine the cor-
rectness of the order of the SA.

7. Sri iu - contends that the applicant had not been

a copy of the report of the inquiry officer and the

. ‘Nithout examining whether a copy of the report of the

liry
officer had been furnished or not, we consider it proper to direct

the Director to furnish a copy of the same to the within

- In the light of our ahove discussion
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order No.Pers/21744/RD/LC dated nil (A
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direct
its orig
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er's case.
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to the applicant
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t0. Application is disposed of in the ahove terms., But, in the
circuinstances of the case, we direct
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