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TN THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL,HYDERABAD BENCH
AT HYDERABAD.

0.A.N0,1298/94.

Date of decision: 1==8-=1997.

Between:

Y. Rajasekhara Reddy. oo Applicgnt.

and

The General Manager,
Ordnance Factory Project, .

Counsel IViwsm oee—. . . . V.#.Jagapathi (not present)
P R J-;,q ﬂon ‘id z m

Counsel for the respondents: Sri N.R.Devaraj for res-
pondents.

CORAM:

Hon'ble Sri R. Rangarajan,Member (A)

———— _ Hon'ble sri B.S. JAI PARAMESHWAR, Member (J)

(per Hon'ble Sri B.S. Jai Parasmeshwar,Membert(y — —— —

None for the applicant, though it is posted
for dismissal today. The aﬁblicant W3S also not present

-nam +ha O.A., w.s taken up for hearing. Heard

sri N.R.Devaraj for respondents. Hence, we aid swddae:dina 2
. : -
£ thé O.A., on the bgsis of the material avallable on
record in accordgnce with Rule 15(1) of the Central

Administrative Tribunals érocedUrg)\_,Rules; 1587,
The applicant herein while working as Supervisor

w==ex4 with a Memorgndum of Charges
dated 2T mwd==1993, The applicant denied the charges.

.

A detalled enquiry was conducted into the charges on

25-=9~-1993, The Enguiry Officer submitted his report
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(Annexure A=5). A copy of the report of the Enquiry

Officer w,s furnished to the applicant. The applicant

-

qubmitted his representation dated 15--11--1993 against

the findings of the Enquiry Officer. The Disciplinary

Authority by its order dated 30-11~-1993 (annexure A-6)

...1‘
consideéZh the representation of the applicant and thé
| —

Eﬁquiry Reporg, and imposed punishment of withholding

A

of the next increment for a period of one year with
cumulative effect. Against the order of punishment,

the applicgnt preferred an abpeal on GmmB=e21994 and

w.c~re the Appellate Authority could decide the i ¢
the applicant filed tnis v.-... c
-~ 1004,

In page 4 of the counter it is stated that the order

of the Appeﬁiate Authority rejecting the appejzl

*mhﬁ%ﬂ%ﬁhﬂhﬂ%ﬂﬂi&““““‘“‘*ﬂninedmgn 13=2-1995, The order of the Appellate
aputhority hasﬁ;;EhBEEETIEEGEE“tvwan‘

had filed the application by then, and becjuse of the

W

pendency of the C.A., the samé was not issued,

The applicant without awgiting the decision
of £is abpegl, ﬁg_has approached this Tribunal. He
should have approached this Tribunal only after exhausting
all the remedies available to him. Even if the
Disciplinary Authority's order is set aside, the
Appellate authority's order is yvet to be disposed of
as it %%f not issued to the applicant beczuse of the

e

pendency of the 0.A. We see that no useful purpose
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ﬂ?f?d be serwved when the appellate Order is not issued

to the applicant. Hence the 0.A., is dismissed,
But this dismiss,l will not stand in the wyy of the

applicant to challenge dPoth the Disciplinary as well

as the Appellate Authority's orders as and when the
| B

Appellate Order is issued in accordgnce with law.

No order as to costs,

Bre-JAT PARAMESHWAR  R.RANGEARAJAN;

MEMBER (J) MEMBER ()
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Dictated in open Courtf ™~ 17\41<f§)
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