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ORIGINAL APPLICATION NO, S45 of 1987

(ORDERS OF THE TRIBUNAL)

The principal grievance of the applicant,
whose services have bagen terminated py an order
dated i5—11-1984, is that the order of resoval is
arbitrary and without any enduiry whatsoever. Accord-
'ing to him, he went on leave, which was sénctiona?.
~upto 31-5-1982, - Thereafter, in view of his domestic
circumstances, he applied for extension of leave, - -

but did not receive any reply. This removel order

is, thersfore, unsustainable.

2, On notice, the Learned Counsel for the Oepart-

ment, Sri Devaraj, has produced record to shou thét

the applicant did not join duty on expiry of leave

and enquiry was held into his uilPul‘absenca from

dutx;as Willful sbsence without sanctionit®m of leave,
omd_ '

amounts to misconduct ﬁm confravention of the provi-

sions of Rules 3(1)(i) and 3(1)(ii) of the Central

Civil Services (Conduct) Rules, 1964. Notice of

. this enquiry was sent to the applicant at the~éddress

furnished hy him, But thelnotice was not wenohved 7y
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4%W. The registered cover containing dqpartmental
communication uagf;;;ﬂ ) returped with the endorsai
ment that "pafty out of station”. ZThregfter, it was
ttizgdto be served through the police authorities;
The police authorities also could not trace his whare-

| . ;
abouts. The only method left for the Department to
servé:  the applicant was to publish a notice in
‘the locél daily and that ués published on 6-9-1984
informing that in the circumstances refarred to
above, it is nbt.reasonably practicahlg'tolhnld the
angquiry as préscribed under the CCS(CCAjRules,lQSS;
and that the disciplinary authority has ﬁrcuisionally
‘come to the conclusion that the applicant is not a
fit person to be retained in service and that he
should be removed from service. He was called upan.
to repoft to dhtyluifhin thirfy days from the date
of. publication of the notification and sfate_uhy the
said penalty should be imposed, failing which, orders
will be issued giving ‘affect to the removal order,
He did not rgspnnd even td this notif?cation lgaving
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- three -
no option to the respondents except to give effect
to the 6rders of removél. The ordér of removal made
in these circumstanceg_does not call for any inter-
ference. * In the cir;umstanées, the gppliéatian is

" dismissed,

(K. MADHAVA REDDY) (B.N,JAYAS IMHA )
CHA IRMAN, ' . Vice-Chairman,
7th Sept.,1987,
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