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CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL 
.BANALORE.BENCH, 8ANGALDRE 

ORIGINAL APPLICATION NO.1352/94 

'- 

TUESDAY THE TWENTY SECOND DAY OF NOVEMF3ER,1994 

MR. JUSTICE P.K. SHYAMSUNDAR VICE CHAIRMAN 

ElF'. T.V. RAFIANAN 	 MEPBER(A) 

Shri K. Rajashekbar, 
aged about 28 years, 
Technical AssistarittBl, 
Staff No.3029, 
Indian Space Research Urganisation, 
(ISPO), Satellite Centre, 
Airport Road, 

	

Bangalore - 17 	 Applicant 

( By Advocate Shri 1l.A.Reddy) 

V. 

Controller, 
Appointing & Disciplinary Authority, 
ISRO Satellite Centre, 
Airport Road,. 
Sfimanapura Post, 
BanqalorE - 17 

The Director, 
Department of Social Welfare, 
M.S. Buildinos, 5th Floor, 
Dr. Ambedkar Road, 
Banqalore - 1 	 Respondents 

( By learned Standing Counsel ) 

	

Shri M.V.• 	Rao 
- 	. 

(JR U C R  

JUSI ICE P.K. SHYANSUNDAR, VICE CHAIRMAN 

Heafd learned counsel for the applant 

and the learned Standing Counsel appearing on - 

ehaif of the respondents who submits that the 

applicant has a right of appeal from the order 

I the Disciplinary Authority and the applicant 
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having not yet exhausted the remedy of statutory 

appeal therefore this application should be 

treated as premature and dismissed as such, 

Shri Ashwathajarayna Reddy, learned counsel for 

the applicant does not deny that his client had 

not.preferred an appeal but says that the order 

imposing punishment is afflicted by disobedience 

to principle of natural justice and, thrrefore, 

non—exhaustion of the statutory remedy will not 

stand in the way of hearing of this cass•  The 

non—observance, we are told, is non—furnishing of 

a copy of the report made before imposing punishment 

of removal from service. We find from the records 

some material indjcatino the service of the enquiry 

officer's renort on the applicant and subsequently 

it appears he had been reminded about the same. 

Be that as it may, we think it truld be in the 

interest f the applicant himself to avail the 

remedy of statutory appeal and thereafter, if 

necessary, come back tc us. We are told that 

remedy of appeal is barred by time but taking into 

the fact that the instant application 

'/L( 	J!1 	yhi3 been pending before us for quite scmetime,it 

appropriate for the Appellate Authority to 

Ptertain the appeal even if it is delayed prcvided 

the applicant were to file such an appeal 	withih •• 

30 days from the date of this order. 	This 

Copy apDlicatjon stands disposed offinally as aforesaid 

t 
with no order as 	to 	cots•  
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