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SD-'HUisTnJS'riyE tribiicj^l rRiisCiraL p.^::ch n-w DJL-ii

)rir;:lTial .'•...•prlication Uo. 1025 of 1937

3.Do oharma •\r:-::lic?.nt

Versus

Union of India & Others .........

Mon'ble ^'r. Justice U.C. Srivnstava, V.C.

Kon'ble Ms.' Usha o-^vara, Member (.^)

, r,e3r>ondent

( Ey Hon'blo I-'r. Justice U. C.Sr iv^stava ,VC)

The -applicant was wori'ing >-is Senior Dr'-iving

Sacher at. the Government Boys School, :'?lvi3''a Taqar, Mew

D;?lhi. It is said that he \-.;os absent.from duty

.-•nd ••-irliar h^ --^Jso nbsonted ir un-, litberimed "-ann-^r. ch--
Cy^ _ , . ,

sh^Kt. 3'"^i:ved ur^on ar-r.lic"'n-t^^31.12.1934 ::n vjnicn tar-:

ch--.r'-'p^ Ĝ^fin-^t'him, First charce aqninst him uyth^t h.^
- " • " /

nbsentinc hin^self from duty '..-.'i.f. 3.9.19B1 and y .•

U.3.9, 193:

il-ie ^b=?enter] u.n-'uthorIsedlv trorn duty in th? - oar 19'^4;1S

1975 --^3 such; he hoS v^ol5_ted tho rule 7 of C. C„.-3. (C. C..i.)

rules , V'he second ch^rc:.; -^nninst hxTi v-o that vihil": he v:v

vorVinq as draw'.nc teacher at Co '-^ernr-snt Ro'^s G/I -J B Gh^-'-^-^r'

ho refused to h?nd over th;- charoe end has -:-hus v.'oleted ru^

3 of the CC3(Conduct) aules,l964. The third cherg3 ^iqe'^nst

him ves that ^-'hile he -,r?;S '•.-or'ring as Dr^vjing Tr at CJi),'!.

Chatt'^orrur ''"ew 'Oelhi t^jmrered vith the ichood ttendcsrice

regt3ter end hes viol-it.^d rule 3 of th" C. C.'3. (Conduct) '"'k
\

1954.

?. "I'he er^^^licent denied rhe ch-rq3e ar-;; ;,nst-hbii ..

?ne •"3nd L^l .^ie'"h *5?.r 1 nten-"i-nt of "'duc^t ot 3 a'r'O'-.it';-

iijO •"• h
- ncu" rv Officer to onqnlr^ ' charges levell':."!

r:"-?in^t the •^'Ti-licrnt. B";fori th~ '^n-xuiry Cffic''r/ the ^

arT-lic-jnt •^e---indod' oerfain docua-ents ^
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3. According to the respondents the aop^i.^;

of the docanient<,' given to him and subsequently, he also

demanded certain cbp^,-' The applicant conteated the case

and the enquiry officer submitted his report holding

applicant guilty. Tte report of the "enquiry officer

is not -a detailAreport and the matter was referred to the

disciv-linary authority. The disciplinary authority pessed

a non-sp-eaking order# that's why the applicant has

approached this tribunal,

4. It is not necessary to go into the rleas raised

by the applicant. Suffice it to say that so far as the old

charges of the applicant absence is concerned, the s.^me

could not have been made,-" •'Ho\vever; the first absence was

, ' U-.
regularised and this . aspect was also not considered as—Wl-1

as- the enquiry officer or the disciplinary^ authority, Theyy

also d^not take into consideration that the pleas raised

by the applicant regarding the corax-'etente of the disciplinary

authority and the other plea raised by the applicant, ]xt

is necessary t© disciplinary authourity to pass sreaking

order a-n-d h-a=y^ not assigned any reason and have not taken

into consideration the objection raised by the applicant,

as such the application deserves to be allov?ed. AGcordingly,

the impugned order dated 27,5,1987 is quashed. However,

the disciplinary authority may consider this ^ case

again after taking into consideration the enquiry officer's

. rex-ort. The disciplinary authority will take into

consideration the piea6^ raised by'the aprlicant and the

charge no. 1 was in respect of something which haDrened

in the past which could not have been included as v^ell as

the quantum punishment will be pas^^/ja' a speaking order.

Let it be done within a jreriod of 3 months from the date
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of coiTriTtunication of this order. N©fe-ir€&—Ijs—

f «^p^si-\^i-H«^i=r-^ppe^c^H54tv--Q±_J^ in-g-^?:a-^.^-^>e—sj-i-vs^—too. '

The consequences vjill follow the result of the order,

'rfith these observations, the application is di.sposed of

finally. Mo order as to the costs.

I ^ r-':embe r (A.) yice-Clia irnian
Aj'.

Dated: 21.12.1992.-


