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OAd153 /97 dated : 2-9«97

Judgement

Oral order (per Hon. Mr. R. Rangarajan, Member (Admn.,)

Heard Sri K. Venkateswara Rao for the applicant and
Sri V. Rajeswara Rao for the respondents,
2. The applicant was dismissed from service by order No.
158/ 754E1IC dated 30+6-1997 (Annexure-I), The applicant
submits that there are lot of technical irregularities
committed by the respondents in issue of the dismissal order,
First of all he states that the Principles of Natural
Justice is not followed, in that the necessary documents on |
which the charges were framed were not supplied to him, |
Secondly, the learned counsel for the applicant submits that
no proper enquiry was conducted. The enquiry ﬁas to be con-
ducted in accordance with the rule 14 of the CCS(CCA)Rules,
Inspite of that the enquiry was conducted under Rule 18 of
the CCS{(CCA)Rules, Hence the applicant submits that it is a
fit case to be considered by this Tribunal without asking the
applicqnt to avail the alternative remedies available to him
by fil:}ng an appeal to the appellate authority.
3. This OA is filed for setting aside the impugned dismissed
order No.158/754/RIC dated 30-6=97 (Annexure-I) issued by
Commander Works Bngineers (R-1 herein) by holding the same as |
arbitrary, illegal, wviolative of CCS(OCCA)Rules, 1965 and
Articles 14 and 16 of the Constitution of India and principles
of Natural Justice and for a consequential direction to
reinstate him in service,
4, The contentions made in this OA are to be considered by

the appellate authority who is a quasi judicial authority. we
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have no doubt inzunﬁﬁl that the quasi judicial authority

will consider all his contentions fully while disposing

of his appeal. Though the Bench can decide this 0a, even
though the applicant has not avalled. the alternative remedies
available, we feel that the applicant will get a quick |
relief by appealing'against the orders of the diémissal to
the appellate authority. To further assist the applicant

we also feel that a time bound schedule may be given in this

case for disposal of his appeal, |

5. In view of the above, the applicant if so advised may

|
file a detailed appeal to the appellate authority including
all the available contentions to him within a period of one

date :
month from the/of receipt of a copy of the judgement, If

such an appeal is received by the concerned appellate autho-

rity then that appellate authority should dispose of the \
appeal in accordance with law giving a detailed speaking

order on the contentions raised by him within a period of
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two months_ from the date of receipt of that appeal,m’uwﬂﬂf' ke
ke Be guislion ¥ & volVelio. Ly @y -
6+ The OA 1is ordered accordingly at the admission stage

itself, No costs,
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(R, Rangarajan)

/Member (a‘ﬁdlt_'} Member (Admn, ) |
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Dated 3 Sept.2, 97 /9 —
Dictated in Open Court 4wt7 .
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