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Dav Nagar, Karol Bagh, New Delhi
{(3hri Raman Kapur, Advocatse)
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1. Chisef Secrstary
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4, L.P. Singh
Frincipal, Govt. Girls 3% school
Daval Pur, Dslhi
5., Ajit 5ingh, vice-Principal/HOD
Govt. Cosducation 535 school ShiTt
Tukhirpur, Nehiru Vihar, Delni

{3hri Gsorgs Paracken, Advocats

Shri Justice V.3.,Aggarw
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2. By virtue of the present application, the applicant
M=, Rajnala =sskz guashing of the office mesmorandum
dated Z22.4.2002 of Respondent No.4. Subsequently, Oy
virtua of an amsnded application, applicant was sssKing



hS.

guashing of ordser dated 27.7.2002 whareoy a recordaibls
warning on the =same Tacts has bssn awarded o the

applicant,

puil

3. During the courss of the subﬂiaa?Oﬁ@, certain Tacts
which are not disputed arse that the DepartmEHt had
céﬁdgcted a fact-fTinding enguiry. It is not in disputs
that CCS{CCA) Rules; 1965 are applicable. It is alsc not
disputed that procedure ar impasing mwajor OoF  minor

penalty was not adopted whiilse imposing the penalty.

ndents still contended
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that there is a clear gistinction betwssn ’Censuis’ and
‘warning’ and therefors procedure for minor penaity was

nat to be adoptsd.

g, ‘wa have carefully gona through the relsvant records.

f +the same clearly shows that it was allasged

against the applicant that she misbshaved with the

rincipal of Govt. Co-Ed. S5 School, Tukhmirpur,
pelhi, tore the attendance sheet and refusad to give him
the attendance regizter. On this, a fact-Tinding snquiry
was procesded. The disctinction betwesn Censure and
warning is obvious, In case of censure, it can be a
recardable warning if the parson concernad has bsen
guilty of some Lilameworthy act or omission for which it
nas been T{Tound neacessary to award him a farmal
punishment. Nothing can amount ©o a'c*ﬂaure unlsss it is
intended to be such a formal punishment and imposad for

good and sufficient reascn after following the prescribsd



B

{3)
G. The nature of punishment clearly shows that the
pepartment Telt that the conduct ot the applicant was

blameworthy which resulted 1in recordable warning.
Required procedure must be followed before impesing the
penalty. Procedure permissible under the Rules referred
to above should have been adhersed to. OQbviousiy, this
has not besn done. Therfore, we hold that the impugned

orders cannot be sustainsd.

5, Resultantly, we quash the impugned orders and dirsct
the department, i¥ deemed Tit, TO issue a Tresh order in

accordanced with law against the applicant.

§. subject to the aforesaid, CGA iz disposed of.

wotra) ‘ (V.5. Aggarwal)
] Chairman
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