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! - DATE OF DECISION Mey 25, 1987,

shri Hari Singh

Petitioncf
. ~Shri A.S. Grewal , Advocate for the Petitioner(s)
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" The Hon’ble Mr. G. Sreedharan Nair, Member (J).

1. Whether Reporters of local papers may be allowed to see the Judgement ? y,@p
2. To be referred to the Reporter or not ? >/ [ Lo, |
3. Whether their Lordships wish to see the fair copy of the Judgement ? Nb
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CONTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL
PRIMNCIPAL BENCH, DELHI.

Regn. No. 02 743/1987. DATE OF TECISION: May 25, 1987,

Sh%l Harl Singh sooe Aoplicant, .
’ V/s.

Union of India & others ... “lespondents,

CORAM: Hon'ble r, Kaushal m
Hontble iMr, T. Sreedhar

For the applicant cese " 3hri AL, S, Grewal, Counsel.

For the respondents ... None.

(Judgment of the Bench delivered by
Hon'ble .ir. Khushal Kumar, Llemper)
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This is

¢S]

n application for quashing the order dated

2.4,1985 passed by the Deduty Commissicner of Police, Centreal
District, Delhi, orderinj initistion of disciplinary PIroCE et

ings against the ulplWCdﬂt under Sectiom 21 of the Telhi

1

olice Act, 1978 for wilfully and unauthorisedly ahsenting

w

(‘X‘

imself wwtnoub-permission and for queshing the corder da! ed

[a}]

h
4,2,1987 passed by the same suthority ordering th

at the
Enquiry Officer mey concuct the departmental enquiry
ex-parte against the epplicant.-

2. We feel that the application is pre-mature at this
stage, 3ince the departmental enquiry has yet tc be
L}

completed, it is opcn to the applicant tc raise the pleas

£
L

o

uring the course of the departmental enquiry and also to

lead for revocation of the order for proceeding ex=parte

el

2

against him. “Iith these observations we dismiss this

)

pplication, However, this will nct preclude the 2pplicant

m

from challenging the penalty, if any, imposed ultimetely
after completion of the departmental enquiry and after he

exhausts all the remedies available to him in the Sexvice

-
) -
Ryules. AN g h
- . ‘; ("é 7 A-/ ) /i\»'/ L
) NG
(G. SREEDIARAN NAIR) (KAUSHAL KUVAR)

IBER kJ) [AELIBER (H}
2J.~.lq87 2555019870



