' . CENTFAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL
- ‘ | PRINCIPAL BENCH
C o | NEW DELHI

Tuesday, this the 12th day of April, 1994

SHRI Ne DHARMADAN (3)
SHRI PeT.THIRUVENGADAM (3J)

Khinni Mal,
A=143 South Anarkgli Extension, .
' Delhi;slio . . e Applicam.

. By Advocate Shri D.P. Sood (Not present)

V/e

) 1. ‘Delhi Administration through
Chief Secretary, Oelhi. ) ,

2. Director of Education,
Delhi administratxon, Delhi.

3. Shri Munshi Ram,
_Assistant Sube-Inspector,
. throuah Deputy Commissioner
(Anti~Corruption),
Delhi Police.

4. Shri V.S.Kardam, PeGeTe
through Gowt. Se8,School Shift-1I,
Shahdaray, Delhi=32.° _ . s Respondents

By Advacats Shri M.M.Sudan (Not present):

- ' : " ORDER
N. DHARMADAN_ (3J)

Evsn,thbugh the case was called twice, there was no repre-
sentgtion frem either side.. Houwever, we have perused the pleadings
and decided to dispose of the ofiginal application. The prayer

in the applicgtion is asg fellows&-
# This Hon’ble Tribunal may kindly. issue appropriate

writ, directions, orders to the Respondent No+.1 and 2

te withdram the allegations contaeined in the charage

Memo and quash/set aside the impugned memos dated

20th July, 1988 and 27th September, 1988 as discriminatory,

partial, against statutery rules, without jurlsdlction

and\ﬁm@rOpar and unjust.

Pass further necessary orderq/directlons as deemed fit .
and proper in the circumstances of the case and allow cost."

' . ' A‘ - . 00002/-




2. Annexure-A3 is the charge memorandum. We havs gone through

i

H

the charge mémarandum. Applicant's conteption thét the charge is
discriminatar§ anq has been issued by an incompetent aﬁthority
cannot Pe sustéingd. We are of the visu that the applicant can raies
ali these congentions before the disciplinary authority and satisfy
the authority:uith supporting documents so that the authority could -
considsr the éontentions and teke a decisjon. According to us this
original applécation is premature and thé cunteétions raised in this
case cannot bé cons idered by ﬁs, before a final dGCisibn is

taken by the disciplinary authority in this case.

3. . In this view of the matter,@ we are satisfied that there is
no substance in this application and it is only to be rejected,

Aclcordingly.. u]ire dismiss the same. There will be no order as to costs.

( P.T. THIRUVENGADAM ) ‘ ( N.DHARFADAN )
MEPBER (A) - ' PEFBER(3)



