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Central Administrative Tribunal
 principal Bench, Neu Delhi,

0A-218/97 . o @
New Delhi this the 18th day of Mmarch, 1997,

4ontble Dr, Jose P, Verghess, yice-Chairman (3}
Hontbls Sh, S, P, Biswas, Member (R)

Shri Avdesh Kumar,

S/o Sh, Ram Daras Maharaj,

R/o £=1013, Jahangir Puri, ‘ _
Delhiy . oso00 Applicant

(through Sh, D.3, Chaudhary, advocate) : P

versus
1, &, Governor, Odlhi
Raj Bhawan, Raj Nwas Marg, ’
Dslhi-54, .

2, Dy, Commissioner of Police,
IGI Airport, New D=lhi,

3. Sh, On Kumar ,
© Inspector D2lhi Police,

IGI Airport, , '
New Delhi, 0sbo Respondents

- ROER ( RALY
delivered by Hon'hle Or, Jose .P, Verghese, Vo Co (3)

None appears on behalf of the applicant today,
None appeared on his behalf even on 14,3.97, The

application is dismissed in default and for non=

prosecution.

'(S,?J(/ﬁisuas) (Dr, Jose P, ver hese )
Member (A) . 4 Uiceaﬂ'\airman%J)

| 19[3192

.

‘Onithe :requsst of the counsgel for the applicenty
who appeared later on, we recall our above said ordsr and

the O.A. is called for hearing. A separate judgement on meiit
is passedo [

A
(S.PoBiwas) (dbr. Jose P. Verghese
Member (4) Vice=Chairman (1) -

/re/




Central Administrative Tribunal
Principal Bench:Mew Delhi

PRI

04 No. 218/97

New Delhi, this the 18th day of March.1997
, Vice-Chairman(J)

& se
‘Hon'ble Shri 5.P.Biswas, Momber (A)

tvdesh Kumar

R/o E-1013, Jahangir Puri, .
Delhi. ’ f...App1icant
(By Shri D.S.Chaudhary., Advocate)

Yersus

1. Lt., Governor,
. Raj Bhawan, Raj Niwas Marag,

Delhi.

Z. ‘ Deputy Commissioner of Police,k
161 Airport, New Delhi.

3. Shri Om Kumar,
Inaspector, Delhi Police,
16T Ajrport,. )
New Delhi. .. .Respondents

(By none)

Q0 RD.ER (Oral)

By Hon'ble Dr. Jose P. Verghese,Vice-Chairman(l)
This O0A raises only two questions namely
whether a misconduct alleged is within the jurisdiction of

the authority which 13 proceeding with the dﬁscipWinary

proceedings, since the misconduct alleged is gnanired into

whether the fact as stated would amozunt to a wisconduct
affecting the discipline and the n;nduct of the opolice
personnels n accordance with the rules or not s ot
within the competence of this court at this stage and we
do not ihterfere with the matter at this stagegit |Jiil

ha laft to the disciplinary authority‘*n proceed with the
enquiry in accordance with  the rules, The ser.ond
submission was whether the petitioner has any right o

engage a lawyer to represent him  in  the disciplinary
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proceedings which s bending., Admittedly the rulas are

cilent on this issue and the learned counsel for the

'petﬁtﬁoner is not abWé to show any rule by which he has &

righﬁ to be represented before the disciplinary authority.
1t is also alleged that the Enguiry 0fficer hinself s

acting as a Presenting Officer.

9 Since the enquiry proceedings are going on, it
is expected fhat the proceedings will continue only in
accoidénce with fules. Nothing has been shown that the
prqceedings going on iahcontréry to the rules affecting
the proceedings substantially. On the other hand

all these contentions rajised are =t311 available to the

petitioner and “liberty is given hereby to raise the same

at the appropriate étage after  the completion of

discipliary proceadings.

e _ With these observations this 0A is disposed of -

as withdrawn,

gfw

(SPB“.‘/waa)/

Member (A) _ Vice-Chairman(l)

(Dr. Jose P. Verghese)




