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- for which & note was

CENTRAL aUOMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL,PRINCIRAL

SENLH,
Noew. DELHI,
Registration Uens No. 1215 of 1987
Prem Prakash .o - oo Applicant.
~ Versus
Union of India
and others | .o v .o Kespondents.

Hon. Mr. Justice U.Le SrTivastava,V.Ce
Hon'ble Ms, Ushea savara, Member (o)

{ By Hon. Mr. Justice U.L. srivestava,v.C.)

The applicant was appointed as Tele Communicaticn
Maintainer in the Northern Hailuéyjon 2.8.1571, which
was redesigneted as Telephone Uperator . Hccording to

ef )
the applicant Eé% late had the misfortune of incurring

v
displeasure of Respondent noe. 3 under uhom he was presently
‘employed. The applicant wes placed under suspgnsion by
ang corder datad 27.6.1986 delivered to him on 6.8.1586.
Dn“15.9.1986, the applicant was served with the charge-shset

for alleged misconduct under Faras 3(1) and (II) of thg

Haiiuay dervice Londuct Kules, 1966. He has submitted his

explanation against the charges and has denied the charges
levelled egainst h im. The disciplinery authority wassnot
satisfied with the explanation. According to the applicant,

earlier the penalty of sensure wés awarded on 13.10.1586
put in by the office, but later on

7\;&/3
the penalty of censure of deleted

(4

of 3 increments was passed on 2.12.1986. Without filing

the departmental appeal, the applic&nt hss approahced the

Tribunsl and chsllenged the same, Un merits of the cass
 Lns 9 ; ’

in our opinién,-fhe applicant has failed to meke out any

I

case tTor intsrference. This being @ case of minor pan
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and psnalty of withmotding!



the disciplinary authority was within its jurisdiction

to é&cept his pless or to reject it end if the disaiplinaryﬁﬂ&{Q
. {\:—T'k . . ‘ K2 :’
found that the applicent failed to convénce ths disciplin&ry

authoritywith his explanation, 4s such, it was within his &

competence to cuard the punishment, 2o far as the other .
ground. of malice is concernsd, nomatesrial
fFrom
placed on the reccrdf/uhich

whatsgever, is h
it could be said that the

respondent no.3 has passed‘tﬁe order agéinst the applicant
with malice. : :
2, #ccordingly, uﬁ do not %ind any meri%in this k
application and thé application is hereby dismissed. Mo

order as to ths costs,. '

/L). JL/S: Y ~gw—t i é/ :
Member(~) , : ) Vice-=Lhairmén W
Dateds 23.,12,1552
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