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CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL ALLAHABA >,

Registration No. 948 of 1987
K.S.Gautam
Vs.

Union of India and others.

Hon'ble Ajay Johri,A.M.

Hon'ble G.S.Sharma,J.M. e

(Delivered by Hon'ble G.S.Sharma) ,

In this petition under Section 19 of the A.T.Aect
= 3
XIII of B 85, the applicant ,who is posted as Surveillance Officer

at Deoria,has challenged the chargesheet dated 15.6.87 sesrw";;ed-

on him by respondent no.2 and has prayed for quashing the
proceedings under this chargesheet. It is alleged by him that
formerly on 25.9.85 too,he was served with similar chargesheet
copy annexure l, by the respondent no.2 and on his representaxi:-.m

dated 7.10.1985,copy annexure 2, it was dropped as orally

informed to him. The respondent no.2 ,however, again started

the disciplinary proceedings against the applicant and with
the same allegations served the impugned chargesheet on him
and the respondenwt no.2 was appointed the Inquiry Officer.

His contention is that the charges levelled against him are

false, baseless, and have been concocted to harass him and

there is no case to warrant an inquiry under the provisions

o Public Servants Inquiries Act, 1850. It is furthes aiicacdl

tha.t sub- rule(4) of Rule 14 of CCS&C;AJM;ESHTEEEEJ'LT

referred as CCA Rules) prawdes for tha submsalﬁ'l Gﬁi

def&ﬁ'!ge statement by the agcq;gd[
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dated 1.2.87 issued by the Government,stress h

on this procedure. As the cha

warrant a major penalty,the resort to ‘Commissioner =

mental Inquiries is arbitrary and discriminatory and
I ; ] i

Article 14 of the Constitution. It is further all

respondent no.2 has no jurisdiction to impose penalties on-
applicant and as such he has no jurisdiction to issue the c:

sheet to the applicant. ' |

2.We heard the learned counsel for the applicant.

on the maintainability of this petition at the time of admission.
Under the provisions of Sections 20 and 21 ofAct XIHI of 1985
this tribunal is expected to entertain the petitions under Section
19 of the Act only against final orders,passed by the departmental
authorities and not against inter locutory matters. In our opinion,
the so-called chargesheet dated 25.9.85,annexure 1, is not

really a chargesheet but is merely an order to the ap-plic‘ant.'
to show cause as to why the disciplinary action should not
be deawm against him for the financial irregularities mentioned
in this memo. The applicant has not seen any order dropping
the proceedings taken under this office-memo. Naturally, he
could not file the copy of such order before us. We have

gxamined the office memo,annexure l,and the chargesheet,

annexure 3, issued to the applicant under Rule 14 of CCS Rules

and find that the earlier memo was not a chargehseet but

v 't___g_ the chargesheet,The proper ChﬁrEﬂShggt ek .' -;;_; -
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appllcan‘t tﬂs’h@w causa 1

other notice before sér-ving_ him w: h
al-legatiaﬁs made by the applicant in his PE‘El J
the propriety of the disciplinary action initiated

have been carefully considered by us and in our

do not find it to be a fit case for adjudication.

Bl g The petition is accordingly dismissed in liminesiid @

gk J.M.
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