Central Administratiwve Tribunal
Principal Bench ‘

QA 23603/98
Mew Delhi this the .3.th day of Noﬁémber,?999
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By Advocate Shri Rajinder Pandita.

“ ORDER
Hon ble Smt. Lakshmi Swaminathan. Member(l)
The  applicant, who was working as Sub-Inspector | in

Delhi  Police, is  agarieved by the order passed by the
respondents after holding a departmental ingquiry which was
initiated by the Chief Secretary, Governmernt of NCT, dakted

T6.2.199%  under Rule 14 af the Central Civil  Services

Tontrol and Sppeal) Rules, 1965 (hereinafter
referred to  as ﬁhe 1965 Rules” ) and the peralty order of

dismissal from serwice dated 12.171 1998,




e
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2. The relevant facts of the case  are

et

hat  the

n Delhi

=

applicant was appointed directly as Sub~Inspector

(Ve

Police on 23101969, 0One undertrial in a criminal case ODayal
3ingh, hacd died while in E&é—polica custody .  Aoccording to the

respondents Dayall Singh  had died because df torture, by
causing  bodily injﬁries to him while he was in police custody
which was stated in the Post-mortem Report  dated 20.9. 1986
allegedly in the hands of the applicant. DOn this basis a case
FIR No. RC  17/27-CBI SCRALT Qas régisteréd against | the

applicant /s 302 IPC. The Lt Governor had given sanction
l I ’ aal,

[ and

for . prosecution of the applicant in the criminal case and the
f

0

SEasEe was proceeded in the.criminal court. Finally, the Addl .
Sessions  Judge in his order dated 17-42.1994, acquitted the
applicant  from  the charde . Aoccording to the applicant,

nowhere  in  the judgement, the juclge has stated that the
foénce was committed by the applicant. The Fespondents have
filed appeal against this judgemnernt which is pending  before
thé Delhi HighVCoﬁrt and the applicant was relsased on Bail .

He. had  remained under sugpension from 23.9_1986 to  4_1.1988

3. The applicant was procesded departmentally by the
rezpondents under  Rule 14 of the | 9653 Rules by order of the
Gonet . of Nuf on 16219950 The learned
counsel  for  the applicant has sukmitted that:this order  is

vitiated  because it has not been passed by the Administrator,

i.e. the Lt. Governor nor the initiation of departmertal
procesdings has been sanctionsd By him which is required under
Rule  17-A of the Delhi Police (Funishment and Arpeal ) Rules,
1980 (hereinafteé referred to as fthe Rules’); The applicant
submits  that he was constralned o participate in  the

departmental inguiry and the charges were held to be rrovea) an

>
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dv mhieh the 1m-:u-.”1nf=>d r*f:‘n81t\f ﬁr‘(i»\r Qf dismissal had bhewn pasised

53]

Case

51

against him. He has assailed the orders Passed in this

o a number of grounds .

4. The main ﬂround taken by the applicant is that it

is only the Administrator ewxere ising powers under Ryle 178 of

the Rules who can entrust the inquiry under it to be conducted
i accordance  with the provisions of the 196% Rules | Shri

Shanker Raju, learnesc counsel , has very vehemernt:ly  submitted
that this has not been  done nor  the Administrator has
delegated this power +o any other authority under Section 147

of the Delhi Police Act, 1978. He has also submitted that the

Administrator

deed
1]

. the Lt. Governor hﬂ" also  assumed  the

-
P

}—d
s

power of the nary authority against the applicant and

‘_{.
Iy

mpozed

i

% the extrems punishment of dismissal from

has illenal 1y
servwice He has submitted that there were rno administrative

exigencies under Rule 17-8&  of the Rules to require the

Administrator to  order the disc iplinary proceedings and he

has,  therefore, con?@riod that the exercise of the powm2r is
illegal . He  has  submitted that the applicant has bwen

acauitted in the criminal proceedings by the competent court

by  order datedf1?ﬂﬁ22199a and after that the Inquiry Officer

s

has  been appointed on T6.2.1995, followed by the impLigned
~dismissal order. He  has also submitted that there was ]
mommon . proceeding. in the present case against him and one
Shri  Ranbir VSi«ur then SHD, B3 S N FPuri . He has,
Therefore, submitted that the Impugrea ordar - Initiating
dizciplinary phoeeedingﬁ dated 16.2.199% and the dismissal

order  dated 2010998 be quashed and set  aside with all

consequential bermfits .

|
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5. The  respondents  in their reply  have taken a
preliminary objection that the D A&, ig rot maintainable as
the applicant has not exhausted the departmental  remedies

under  the provisions of Sections 1922 and 21 of the

Administrative Tribunals Act, 1985,  According to them, the

applicant haz been correctly proceeded under Rule 14 of  the
1965 Rules for major pernalty. Shri Rajinder Pandita, learned
counsel, relies on the Full Bench Judgement of the Tribunal in

1 . . .
B.- Parameshwara Rao V¥s._ The Divisional Emylneer,

Telecommunications, Eluru amd A (FB (1989-1991) (AT

(vol._ T1) 2500 ancd S.8. Rathnre.Vs‘ ‘State of M_p. {A1R

1999 S 12).  He has submitied that th2 CBI had dealt with

applicant s caé& ancl had recommmndmd thnt departmental action
should be Laken against Kim. Hex has submitted that as  the
charge memo was  issued Iy the CH ef 78ecretary, Dealhi  on
28.5.199%, he could have challenged it if he had wanted fo, at

-

that time but had failed to do.  learned counsel has submi tted

that the applicant hawving participated in the ihquiry canret

now chal lenge The Final order passed by the Lt Gover i,

Delhi on the around that the Chief Seciretary was not competent
o do so. Hi h;w,‘thereforeﬂ gubmittéd that There is o
infirmity in the di.mlsg 1 order passed by the competert:

authority and has praved that the order may be dismissed.

4

!

5% In the rejoinder

filed by the applicant, he has

reiterated  his arguments. | He has also submitted that he has

beern dismissed By an authority, who is not competent to do so,

>

Cas  he  is outside the provisions of the Delhi Police Act ard

the Rules. He has contended that henoce, there is o statutbory
remady of  appeal availabie to the applicant. HMe has  also
submitted that despite fhe ﬂcqu;rrw1 of the ﬁﬁpliﬁﬁnt in the
criminal ocase tﬁey have} proceaded | against him  in  the

cepartmental inquiry. He has submitted that even thouash the

)2;/,
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applicant might have participated in the inquiry since the
order  initiating the inguiry was not iss veet by the Lt

-

Governor,  as required uncler Rule 17-4 of the Rules,. it is ne

T

0N

legally tenable and there is no questiﬁn of waiver of hi:
right-_ MHe  hass 'algo veary  vehemently oontended that  the
dizmissal order has not been passed by the compatent authority
i.e. The Lt Governor but has been passed by the Joint

Secretary, Vigilance .

7. We  hawve carefully considered the pleadinas and
the submissions made by the learned counsel for the parties.
The respondents have also submitted the relevant Departmertal
records .

8. On perusal of the relevant d@:artmanal records

it is  noted that two memoranda wers iséued on the same date
He. on 28.5.199@, one against Shri Ranbir Singh, ACP,  then
SHD PSS SN Puri and another aaaingt Shri Ranvir Singh, 31,
applicant,' for taking departmental proceedings. The relevant
portion of the articles of charges issued against  tLhe
applicant reads as follows:

"That: Shri Ranvir Singh, Sub-Ins pector, Delhi Police

while posted at Police Station, Sriniwaspuri, New

Delhi  detailed and arrested one Shri Dayal Singh /0
Shri Kalvan 3ingh on 19.9.86 at 530 A.M., the suspect

. in the ocase FIR No.  2365/86 L1/3 380 1PC. The said
Shri  Dayval Singh remained all through in his custody

till  his death. The said Shri Daval Singh (Deceasad)
had cdied in Police custody of Shri Rarvir Singh, SI on
19/20 986 because of torture causing bodily injuries
both internal & external as shown in the Postmortem
Rapart dated 2.9 .86 of Or. RoK. Sharma of
Department of Forensic ™ adicine, A1l India Institute
of . Medical Sciences, New Delhi. The death of Shri
Dayval Sinah (Deceasﬁdﬁ ocourred due to police torture
allecwclly at the hands of Shri Fanvir Singh,
Sub-Inspector . |

The said Shri Ranvir Singh, SI thereby exhibited an
; act of hiaghly unhﬁrmning of a Govit. servant and thus
‘ violated the provisions of Rule X of eSS (Conduct)
Rules, 1954". '

)97 , '
.h—/
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QgThe charae against Shri Rankir Singh, ACP who Was

also  charged;, for - ma: jor hena1tv under Fule T4-vof the 1965

Rules | reads as under-

"Shiri Ranbir Singh while posted as o
Srinivaspuri  in September 19826 wrote a oo

i nobe to the then DOp (South) r::.astln~u
aspersions on Dr. R.K. Sharma of the DﬁpartmwnL of
Forensic Soiences, ATIMS, Linrecessari 1y and
maliciously with regard to Lhm post-morten  ocondusted
b hi @198 on the body of Shri D Dayal Singh

m on 26 .
who had  died  because mf physical  torture in  the
custocdy af S i Bingh obviously o shield S.I.
Rarvic Sinagh from pun1thpnt

¥
—
¥
3.‘1
%
-
z
L
e

P. Rule 17-4 of the Rules reads as follows:

174, Notwithstanding anything contained in Rules 13
anat 1€, 1f the administrative exigencies =a require
the ddmlnlstrﬂLmr may entrust the 2NGUiry under ary of
the provisions of these Rules to an officer other than

. A Police Officer for conducting enquiries into the
‘ charge or charges of misconduct . dereliction of duty
or corruption, as the case may be, and in the event of
suzh an appoirtment havirg been made the enquiry shall

“ be .ocorducted  in accordance with the procedure laid
dcm unde2r  these Rules, and where officers of

different grades are involvmd in & joint enquiry to
whom  Jdi fferemnt disciplinary Rules are applicable, the

- encuiry shall be conducted in acrmrdmnrp with fhe
: procedure laid down under the Fon al Civil Services
g (Classification, Control & . Appeal ) huleﬁ 1958"

1. It is seen from the above charge-sheets that the

inguiry against the applicant and Shri Ranbir Qi ricahy,

-
. Agpn "~ . '
Inspector/SHD  are connected with thgilncldent ot custocial
death of the acoused Dayal Singh. In the circumstances ot the
case, the contention of the leaned counsel for the applicant

that no commorn proceading ocould have heern taken, is baselsss.
His further- sontention that because the Lt Rovernment had
passed  separate penalty orders, cannot also be taken to mean
that no common proce edings have been held against them, taking
into  account  the nature of the charges and the subsecimnt:

proceedings -held against them. The other «uhn ssions  that

e

there were no administrative exlgencies or the fact that a

witness  had deposed againzt the ar;li art will also not  mean

that the Adddministrator, a shing under the powers wvasted in him
¥
o NN TIU "




qé‘under Rule 17-8 of ol Rules, could not have ordered a common

departmentally for major penalty under Pule 14 of  the 1955

inquiry to ke held by an officer other than a police officer

We | therefore, find fo force in the arguments of the learned

cownzel  to  the effect that no COMMON pro

O

eedings could have

been held in the Present case and it is accordingly rejected.

11. Both 1hm applicant Shri Ranvir Singh, SI  and
Shri Rarbir Zingh, Inspector e pProcesaded against

Rules Rule 17~ Drmvides that whére afficers of differant
arades  are  involwved in a joint ingquiry to  whom different
disciplinary  rules are  applicable, the inguiry shall  be
conducted in accordance with the procedure lai id down under the
1965 Rules . I'm the present case, both the persons against

whom departmental proceedings had been initiated under Rule 14

of  the 195% Rules bPelong to different grades. It is  roted

that  the Inquir Fy DEFL leer, who had inguired into the charqges

»

Against  both  the officers, was the same i.e. . D.Kedia,

Commissioner for Departmental Inquiries, who has submitted his

report  in the departmental inquiry against the applicant on
29.1.1992 and against Shri Ranbir Singh, Inspector on
Z2.2.1998 The findings of'the In4uiry Officer in his report
against  Tthe applicant are that the charge is proved. Takirg

inte account: these facts and circumstances of the case, the
contentions of Shri Shanker Raju, learned coursel that there
wWas  no  common proceacding held against the app ant: and any

other officer ynder Rule 17-A of the Pules read with the

o
0

provisions of the 1965 Rules in  accordance with law

untenable

12. The mrhnr main conterntion of the learned counsel

for  the applicant was that the ordsr for taking disciplinary

action in the common procee2dings has not been made by  the

25
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competent  authority i.e. the tt- Goverhmr of Delhi who had
subsequently paﬁaed'the-penalty order mh1ch has been im mpsLigined
in this 0.4 In other words, he has - contended that the
initiation of disciplir Nary pro ca@dihgs against the applicant
by  the Chief Se “rptdrv Delhi by Memorandum dated 2851990,

is not  In accordance with the Rules . He has also  wvery

veheme i Ly submitted that once the initiation of the

departmental proceedings  has beon done by are authority rot

competent  to  do 50, the whole proceedings are  witiated A

cannot be saved

by the fact that the penalty order itself had

been passed by the competent authority i e the Lt

4

Governor. 0On perusal of the relewvant records submitted by the

{

respondents, il is seen ffom the notes signed by the Chief
Secretary, Delhi Administration, dated'Tf-2;199®iand T1.5. 1999
that he had approved the préposal to take regular demartment&l
proceedings  against  the applicant which was followed by . the

impugned  memo dated 285199 While tﬁe sanction for taking

departmental proceedings had  been obtained from the Chief

Secretary, it is further nmt ced from the records that the
then Lt. Governor of Delbhi by his ofder dated 27.3.1990 had
accorded  sanction u/s 197(3) of thm Cr.P.C. for prosecution
of the applicart i the combetent criminal court.

13, Rule 18(1) and the note b u::ﬁ&e subb~rule of the

1965 Rules provides as follows-

v

1) Where two or more Hovernment T servants are
concernsd  In any  case, the Presidemrt ar  any  other
arrthority hmmpptpnt to impese the penalty of d1¢m1%bdl
From «ervwﬁw on all such Bovernment serwvants may make
an order d1|n#L1mm that disciplinary action aqa i rst
all of them may be taken in a COMMON_ proceeding .

NOTE —IFf  the authorit

penalty  of dismissal on
different, an order for
& comnon proceeding may be

competent o impose  the
such Government servants  are
«klng diseiplinary action in
made ty the highest of such

authorities with, the consent of the others ™

¥ | :

-
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In . this cagse, . the Lt Governor, O2lhi has  inposed

{

t

the punishment of dismissal from service acainat the applican

as  the disciplinary authority. A&s a common pro ceding has
been  held ageinst two officers, it canrnot be disputed that he
is the ocompetent cauthority  to do =0 and applicant s
Suhmlss10n° ta the contrary are Fejectédg However | as  noted

akove  from the records, the order directimg the disc ciplinary
actimn‘ against the applicant and the other officer has  not
been  approved  or ordered by the Lt. Governor in 199 The
approval  for initiating the departmental proceadings has been
taken only at the lewel of the Chief Secretary who had also

issued the mpugned order dated 285 S99,

T4 Shri Rajinder Pandita, learned counsal, had
corntended that under Section 147 of the Delhi Police Act, 1978

the Administrator ' could make Rules for  carm ¥ing out  the

purposes of the Aci as provided therein. The Tribunal in its

order dated 2. 9AI9QQ had directed the respondents to bring on
record  the relevant Ry s, either general or special, urder
which the Admxn1qtrutnr had exercised his POWer, to  support
his  araument that the Administrator has empowered the Chief

Secretary, in  the present case to exercise the poWer  Lncler
Rule 17-A of the Rules read with Rule 18 of the 196% Rules.
This has, however | not been done . Shri Shanker Raju, learned

counsel has therefore., vehemently contended that as the order

U

directing Jthe  disciplinary action adgaimst the mhpl cant  and

Shri' Rarbir Singh, Inspector, have rot been issued by  the

mompetent  authority, i e the Administrator, the whole

CProceedinas have beenrvitiated; Here it may e mentioned that
]

it is also not the contention of the respondents that +he

competent  authority to impose the Penalty order of dismissal
is the Chief Secretary and not the Lt Governor of Delhi.

Shri Rajinder RPandita, learrned counsel has, however, submitied
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that the applicant having not objectad to the memorandum dated

28.5.1990 a¢t any time earlier anc having'taken'part in the

disciplinary Proceedings  has waived his right to take this
plea  after the pPenalty order has been passed By the competent
Authority This question will have to be looked into in  the

cortext  of the provisions of Rule 78 of the Pules anc Rule

18 of the 1965 Rules reproduced in Paragraphs 9 and 13 above
15, Rule 178 of the Rules provides that

notwithstanding anvthing contained in Rules 13 and 16, if the

administrative exigencies ao reciuire, the Administrator Mays

entrust  the inquiry to an officer other than a police officer

For conducting inquiries into the charges of misconduot

8

dereliction of duty or carruption,.as'the-cawe.may be and in

such  a caze the inauiry is to pe conducted in accordance with

the procedure laid down under the'Rules- Similarly, where

officers of different graces are iﬁvolved in a joint inquiry

ta wh@m: different: disciplinary Rules xare applicable, the
H

Tngud ey shall be conducted in accordance with the procedure

. \ X - =

laid  down under the the 196% Fules. The rules for holdirg a

t

SOmMmon proceedings joint proceeding under the 1965 Rules is

provided under Rule R Therefore reading these Puyles

f

together, it s seen that what has been laid ot i the

{

@9

oint inquirv. In

L

Procedure to be fol lowed in such cases of a
SRV
the present case, no doubt, the respondents have committed an

2reor in not Following the procedure laid down under Rule 18

of  the 1965 Rules b not obvbaining thé;sanction of the Lt

AOvernor for proceeding in a common disciplinary action. Here

g

3=t

we have  to consider whether this hroceQure has vitiated the

=4

b

ngs. including the penalty order which has been

Pazsed by the competent aurthority
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16 . The Supreme Court in State Bank of Patiala and
Ors. Vs, S.K._ Sharma (J7 19943 aC 722) has dealt with the

> Ancluding

-

waiver of certain provisions whlﬁh Were conceived in the

interest of the delinquent &111ﬁer The Supreme. Court has

-

held that an order has"ﬁd imposing a punishtment on an emploves

consequents - upon a disciplinaryfde-artmental‘ inguiry in

violation of  the ‘Rules/Reaulations /Statitory Provisions
"
nquiries should not be set aside auvtomatically

p2

governing such

and  in the case of vionlat

B
e

on of a procecural provision, it

{

cannot be  said  that It would ”automatically vitiate the

Uiry  held or order Ppassed, excepting certain cases of  "no
. “no-ompértunity“ and "o hearing” categories, which

are not applicable to the facts ot the present case. The A

Court has held that in the case of a complaint of wiolation of
B procedural provision, it should e mxamln@d From the point
oFf  wiew of prejudice wiz_ | whether such violation has
phejudia@d: the  delinquent -foicerfemployee in  defencing

himsel ¥ properlye arnd effectively. It has beern further. held
that if it is  found that he has been so prejudiced,
appropriate  orders have to be macie to‘repair and remedy  the
prejudice_inmluding setting aside the inquiry and/or the order
of . punishmert However, if no prejudice is egtabli&hed to
héve resulted therefrom, it ig dbvious that no interference is
called For. In this connection, the Apex Court has held that
it may  be rem=mberad that there may be certain procedural
provizions @hich~ are of a fundamental character, whnae

vioclation is by itself prooft of prejudice. The Court My Pt

pn

3—-’a

;.& 4

st on proof aof prejudice in such cases' . Further, it was

.-In the caze of violation of a procedural
provision, which is of a mandatory character, it has
to  be ascertained whether the provision is Pﬁrcel/ed
1n the interest of the RErson procesded sgainst or in
public  interest I¥ it is found to ke the  former,

A




signature of Shri  V.K. Kapoor, the then Chief Secretary

we  are  also  unable  to

-2~

then it must be seen whather the delinguent officer
has  walved the said requirement eilthar expressly or
by his conduct. - If he is found to have waived it
then the order of punishment cannot ke set aside on
the ground of said violation. If, on the other hand,
o is found that the delinquert officer/emplovee has

notoit or that the provision could not be waived by -

him’ then the Court or Tribunal . should make

. appropriate  directions (include the setting aside of
the order of punishment), keeping in mind the
approach -adopted by the Constitution Bench in B
-Karunakar | (Managing Director, E._C_I._L. Vs . B
Karunakar (JT 1993 (&) SC1). | The ultimate test is
alwavs  the same, viz., test of prejudice or the test

of fair hearing, as it may be called' .

17. In this case, the applicant had been issued the
impugned  memorandum initiating the departmental proceedings

against him as far back as 2851990 which was under the

Celhi, and incidentally the present Lt. Governor oFf  Delhd.
Az + held by the Suhreme Court in S.K. Sharma s case (supra),
the‘vimlation of the procediral provigién containad in Ruls 18
of ' the 1965 Rulez, which 15 of a mandatory character, appears

to  have been made in the public interest and not exclusively

4

in the particular .intere

Fand

{
7

<

3

s
%,

t of the delirﬁuent official. It
also  relevant to  note that the applicant himself had not
raized  any objection e@%hef to the memorandum aated 28_5_ 199
anc  had taken part in the departhental proceedings . He has,

in fact, raised the iss

,
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Secretary
to issue fhe'mrdeﬁ cdirecting common disciplinary proceedi nos
against him and the other officer afteﬁ several wvears as ope
of  the arounds to impugn the penalty»oﬁder‘passed by the Lt
Bm?ernwr- -Takingr into account his concuct,  the procedural
provisions  which are alleqgeac to have been violated by ihe

respondents  and  the observations of “the Apex Court, the

conclusion is irevitable that the applicant is deemed to have
Walved his  right of protest against tﬁe order issued by  the
Chief Secretary directing taking disciplinary action aga i nst
him . In any case, in the particular fécts and circumstances,

1

scom2 to the  conclusion  that any

—— e e




_i,prp yclice has . been caused To the applican

nr the

e

circunsitances warrant automatic setting aside of the
punishment order on  this ground.  The observations of the

Tribunal in Shashi Bhushan Sharma Vs.. Lt. Governor of Delhi

™

8. Ors. . (with connected case) 0.A. 7ez/90  with DUA.

o
o
i
-t
>

Te4/90), decided on 28.1@.1994 copy  placed  on

record) relied upon by the res pondents are also relevant.
7
18. Therefore, taking inkto account the facts of the
case, including the fact that reasonable opportunity has been
agranted to the amplicmnt.to defend his case and the Interost
af  Justice, we are of the view thal the winlation of tTthe
procecdural pfﬁvi$imn in Rule 18017 of the 1965% Rules, in . the
dizciplinary action being directec to be taken by an office
whey  was et rmmpetant to do so cannot result  in avtomatic
of 2
setling a@iﬂc Ihh punlehmmnt order. In the present case, in
mase  the applicant’ s contention is upheld that the imprgned
penality  order of dizmissal is vitiated because the initiation
of  the departmental proceedings has not been done by  the
competent  authority, dne aiternative weonild be to quash the
order  and  remit bthe case to the respmndeﬁtg to prooeed fram

the beginning in accordance with law. Their Lordships of The

Supreme  Court  in S.K. Sharma s case (supra) hawce=alt  with

this issue also and held az fol lows:

YL Lwonld setting aside the punishment and the erttire
encuiry on  the ground of aforesaid violation of

sub-clalise interests of  Justice or
LI

mould it be : .0 In ow respe ul opindon,
it owould be the labtter. sthioe neans ice h@fwmﬂn
both  the parties. The interessts of Jjustice egual

. clemand  that the auilty should be punished and That
technicalitie ancd  dirregularities which do rok
oocas ion Justice are not allowed Lo d2teat
the eonds "

i

F
st
ti
£

&

T guestion, therefore, arises whether in  this case

‘6

netice has or has not been done to the parties? In the facts

ancd circumstances of the case, we answer this in the positiwve.

2
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Ki? We' are  unable o agraa with the cmntention of the learned

—

counsel  for the applicant that crejudice has. be n caused to
the applicant because the sanction to hold the departmertal

inguiry had been agiven by the Dhief Secretary and not By e
Lt;. Governaor Delhi, who has Passad the punishment order as

the disciplinary authority.

R We  alzo find From the official records that a

.

detailed apd speaking order  has been passed by  the (1.

Governor, Delhi on 29.10.1998 impos

-
5
PN

ng the penalty  of
dizmizsal on the applicant. This order has been convewed to
the  applicant by the impugned order dated 12~11 1998 by the

Joint Secretary (Vigilance). In the order, it has been

clearly stated that it has been dore by the Joint Secretary

4

facts and cirmumstanmes, the contention of hri Shanker Raju,
learned counsel, that the dismissal arder has rnot been passed

by  the competert: authority, i.e. the Lt. Governor but has

been passed hy the Joint Secretary (Vig.), is haseless andl
without any merit and it is acoordingly rejected. We also do

not: find any  merit in The other cortentions raised by  the

20 . In the reszult, for the reasons given above, the
2 and iz dismissed. No e as to costs.

application fails

C3mt . Lakshmi Swaminathan)
Member (J )

Vig. )Y Ffor an on behalf of the Lt Governor,. Delhi. In the

i
|

sy




