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EFEITS PIT fus el

TN THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRAWIVI TRIBUNAL: HYDERABAD LENCH:

ORIGINAL APPLICATION NO.1382 of 1996 f

DAYE OF ORDER: 2nd SCEPTEMBER, 1998
BETWEEN:
Ch.BHUPAL GOUD, Alias Ch.BIKSHAM NICANT

Y and .

The Director, Defence Research
Development Laboratory (DRDL},
Chandrayangutta, &, D
Hyderabad. - e RESPONDENT

COUNSEL FOR THE APPLICANT: Mr.S.LAXMA ... "uY

COUNSEL FOR THE RESPONDENT: Mr!V.RAJESWAR RAO, ADDL.CQsC

CORAM:
- HON'BLE SHRI R.RANGARAJAN, MEMBER (ADMN.)
/ [

;
HON'BLE SHRI B.S.JA1 PARAMESHWAR, Membep (Judl.)

JUDGEMENT

(ORAL ORDER PER HON'BLE SHRI R.RANGARAJAN, MEMBER (ADMN. )

L : deard Mr.S.Laxma Reddy, learned counsel for

applicant and Mr.V.Rajeswara Rao,'learned Sténding col

for the respondents.
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nsel

2. This OA is also similar to the o0a No.13€81/96
which was disposed of today. The contentions and| the
pravyer in this O&A are thgn;Emﬁ to that of oa 1381/96. | The
order passed in Oa 1381/96 wald Squarely holdsgood in this
OA also. The respondents should act as per the directlions
i
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held that the correct disciplinary authority had paﬂqeﬂ the
removnl order and directed to digpoae of the urit put¢tiud

in accordance with law. However, by that time a5 the

[+

Tribunal had formed, that writ petition was transforred +o

this Tribunal and registered as T.A.No.27/91. Thaﬁ TA wago

" disposed of by the order dated 5.1G.93. - The relevent

direction given in that TA has been extracted in pafé 4 of.
the reply. Against the order of this Tribunal in W& 27/91.
the applicant herein had filed SLP in the Apes Couvt.  W%hn:
SLP was dlSpOQCd of by the order dated 26.2.96 {Annaxaro

miae by

VIJl at page 28 to the OA). That order reads as below: -

"The Special. Leave Petitions are
dismiSsed. In the event that the
petitioners are, in any way, aggrieved
by the order passed by the Management
consequent upon the impugned order, it
ahall be' apen Lo Lhe petitionerz to

challenge the same."

Thereafter, the respondents passzed the order on tha
directions given in TA 27/91 by the ordar:
No.DRDL/638/UMM/LB dated 29.12.93 (Anncxure VI at page 24

to the 0OA).

3. !This oA is fiied to set aside tﬂe impugned or%er
dated 29.12.93 passed by the respondent to the extent of
denying the applicant 2ll the consequential benrefits and
ihposing the penalty of Censure as illegal and without

jurisdiction and to pay all the conseguential benefifs

including arears of pay, seniority, promotion etc.
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W v IN THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL: HYDERARAD EENEH:
Moo o . AT HYDERABAD

(o3

. “ y " GRIGINAL APPLICATION NO:1381 of 199
DATE OF ORDER: 2nd SEPTEMBER, |1u50

BETWEEN: 'l" o

- U.MAN MOHAN CANT

“and

The Director, Defence Research
Development Laboratory (DRDL),
Chandrayangutta,
Hyderabad. =~

‘> COUNSEL FOR THE APPLICANT: Mr.S.LAXHMA REDDY

COUNSEY, FOR THE RESPONDENT: Mr.V.VINOD ®KUMAR, ADDL.CGSC

T

YD BT

CORMM:
HON'BLE SHRT RORANGARAJAN, MEMBER (ADMN.)
HON'BLE SHRI B.S.JAIL PARAMEISHWAR, Member (Judl.)
JUDGEMEN
{ORAL ORDER PER HON'BLE SHRT R.RANGARAJAN, MEMBER {Af|MH.;
Heard Mr.S.Laxma Reddy, learned counsel Zof th:
applicant and Mr.Vinod Kumar, learned standing ceunsefl for
P the respondents. .

2. The applicant way sceroved with o memnovanddgm ol
gharggs dated 19.10.77 (Annexure II at page 11 to the OA}@
However, though the applicani was rewoved Lrom service, the
sawe was contested o the ground that the disciplinary
authority is not competent to issue the removal crder [which
was upheld by the High Court of Andhra Pradesh. Againot

that order of High Court of A.F., ihe vrespondents’

organisation filed an SLP in the Supreme Court which

had

/j\\/ ) : . _ 5 o
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N | |
accordance with the extant departmental rules in[ this
connection. If such an order 'is not passed, it has?to bhe
held that Ethe order of the disciplinary authorigy is
deficient. That view holds qodd in the case 0% tha
impugned order dated 29.12.93. Hence it is premature for
the Tribunal to deal with this 0A at thié'juncture when the
impugned order dated 29.12.93 itself is incomplete. The
Apeﬁ Court had clearly stated that the impugned order can
be challenged by the applicants it they are dissatisfied
with the impugned orders of the respondent-authorities.
Wwhen the impugned order 1is incomplete one, as stated

earlier, . it will not be possible for the Tribunal to

consider that impugned order and pass orders as deen Lit.

G. In view of what is stated above, we are of the
opinion that a direction has to be given to the respondent-
authorities namely the disciplinary authority herein to
pasn 2 detailed order jﬁ accardance wikh the departwental
viles and also taking note ol he order of this Tribunal in
Th 27/91 indicating the t-eatment of the period 'n

question.

7. The applicants are at liberty tc challenge that
order if they are aggrieved by that order.

8. © With the above direuction, the OA is disgsposed of.
PYime for compliance is three months froam the date of

receipt ‘off @ copy of this order. No ovder as Lo costs.
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