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IN T CUNTRAL ADMINISTRATI.VE TRIZUMAL, HYDERABAD BENCH

AT HYDLRAEALD.

C.A.MN0.768 of 1994,

Datcs _2--_58~-1997

- - =

Between:

It -i—laja Rao. . .
and

. .s Applicant.

1. The Chief of the Naval staff,"
Naval Hegdquarters, DHW 7.0.,
New Delni - 110 011,

2. The Flag Officer,

Commanding~in«Chicf.

E_.stern Ngval Command,

Naval Base,

Visakhapatnam - 530 014, Respondents,
3. The Admiral Supdt.,Naval Dockyard,visskhapatnam.

Counsel for the applicynts: S.Kishore,

Counsel for the R<spondents: Sri N,R.,Devraj.

. CORAM:

HON'BLE SHRI R.RANGARAJAN, MEMBER (A)

HON 'BLE SHRI B.o. JAI PARAMESHWAR, Member (J)

TYIT W/ RALYATM

(as per Hon'tle Shri B,S. JAI PARAMESHWAR,Member(J)

None for the applicgat. The applicznt wys also

called absent, Heard Sri N.R.Devraj, Counsel for the res=-

pondents, f
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wWhige the applicant wzs wor¥ing as Plpe Fitter,
[ .

Grade II, he was served with a Charge Memo dated 31--3--1986,

The imputation agzinst the applicant wis gs follows:

[

"That the said Shri B, Ryja R30 serving as Pipe

Fitter, ESK-TII, T.No0.4714, N,val Dockyard, Visakhae-

patnam did at the time of his initial appointment

o
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submit a fzlse document viz., I.T.I. Provisional
Certfficate dated £ 31st Julu,1971 in Plumber Trade,
sald to have been issued by the Principal, Industrial
Traiﬂing,lnstitute, Kakinada with full pre-knowledge
of its f kement with an intention to cheat the
Government and thereby secure appointment in Naval

Dockyard, Visakhapatnam,

B.S.Raja Rao, Pipe Fitter, HSK-II has
thus behaved in a manner unbecoming of a Govt.
servant and thereby contravened Rule 3(1) (ii1) of

CCcS (Conduct)Ruless,1964,,

The applicant denied the charges, A detailed
enquiry was conducted and after considéring the findings
of thd Enq&iry Officer, the Disciplinary Authbrity in

: | ‘
its Pgégg??ﬁa,FES/8401/4714 dat=*2 £f.2-1982 imposed
munlshment of removal from szrvice agalinst tha applicanf.
Thelsaid punishment wss ultimately challenged by tha
applicant before this Tribunal in 0.A.N0.220/89. On
10--2--1992, this Tribimal set aside the punishment
only on th; aground that the Disciplinary Avthority
h=2d not furnished a copy of the report of thm‘Enquiry
Cffimmr to tha applicént hefore imposing the punishment,
In accorﬂaécc with the Alrecstions contained In the .0,
the Discipfinary Apthority furnished a copy of the
report of éhe Encmiiry 2ffloer to the 2pplicant and

T umplanabim. -

consifsring his asaliesti~n passcd the impugned Crier
[ S—

. Mq") N
b&ﬂ;%}b- P E5/841/4714 Jated 26-- 5~1904 %E_removing

A

the applicant from service, Béwevar, his remowal
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from aarvice wonlAd not be datrims=ntal for his Futuve

emniovment. It is this order that has been imouomed
in this 0.A. 1

|
The ordar of removal from service dated 26--568-1094

is an anpelable order,  The anplicant has not speri€icglly

FET N NPt R PRSI B P S T
remzdies avsilable to him h2fore filing t+this 0.2,
|

A raply has heen filed in this ggee, Thonah
I
thé reepondents have denisd the allenstions made bv the

applicant in éhe O.A.,-ﬁgff?ﬁ, they have not spenifically
stated whethar the applicant had preferred aﬁ appesl
against the imﬁugned Ordgr'dated 26--5%t-1994. However,
during the cou%se of the arguments, the leaarned counsel
for the respon?ents submitted that since in the impugned

order, it is not clearly mentioned that the applicant
e

“ Could - i i Appe.(l.a&e. -
Bd preferPeQién appeal to the Biscipdinsry Authority,
Y e bad X ok

it is éezﬁff_t%at the applicant has not preferred an
appeal agai;stjthe impugngd order, Th?f: it is clear,
that the aépliegnt has not exhausted all the remedies
available to hiﬁ under the Cemtral Administrative

Tribunals Act. ' Hence we make the following order:
' !

If the applicant 1s so advised, he may
| " Pppetiate -

prefér an appegl to the biserplhinary

N

Authoriti/proper Respondents against the
impugned order within one month from the

date of receipt of the copy of this Order.
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In cyse such an appeal is received by the

. Appellate -

Ires

o-bav‘e.)

pondents

the’@tipulated pariod, the concerned

ppellat.e Authority shall gdecide amd

v

/&Bﬂfm Authority within

consider the gSaid appeal on merits without
goi.Jng intc the questlon of limitation.

The O.A., 15 disposed of accordingly.

order as to COs

/%,

ts.

No

PS—2

—BS W AMaSHWAR R.RANGA RAJAN
MemMBnR (J) MEMBER (A)
2\ Qa7

558.

Date; 2-- 5--1997.
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Dictated in open Court,
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