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1, By this application, the applicant challenges the validity |

of the charge-sheet dated 30.5;96 (annexure '8' to the application)

on the ground that the impugned order of charge-sheet wag issued by
¢ ho '
the respondent no, %Aha .no jurisdiction to pass/issue the Order,

‘k&//////;ccording to the .applicant such an order'ought to have been issued
\ﬁiﬁby the appointing ;ggharity onlz, and the Divl, Commercial Mangger,

A i ’rﬂw ?‘e\,\ IV‘JL/,
Sealdgh, is noﬁﬁtha %ééf§%?fi tafiihas»tha”;;ﬁkge-shset.
. \%ﬁ “Contd...P/2,

!



9898-2.

2, When the case was taken up for admission hearing, Mr.
Bansrjoa, ld Counsesl appearing 6n behalf of the aspplicant, Submiﬁa
that since ths question of jurisdiction in respect of issugnce of
the charge-sheet dt, 30,5,96 is involved, thereby the case shauldg
"be admitted for heering, .

3, We have pphsidergd the submission of the 1d, Counsel '
for both the parties and Qg find that the application is prematur‘

—5_—

: one since it wes decided by the Hon*ble,ﬁpexvCourt in the case ofl
Union of India Vs, Upendra Singh ( IT 1994(1) SCC 658 ) that |
the Tribunal ought not to intei?era with the proceedings at an
inter-locatory stage nor does the Tribunalihavs jurisdﬁction to
go into the correctness af or truﬁh of the charges, Moreever,

Mr, Banerjee, 1d, Advocats for’ﬁheAapplicant, at the stage of

admission could not shouw that as pérAproﬁision of the Q,S, (O&R)
Rules, 1968 - charge shest should have been issued by the appointy
ing author;ty, not by any atéa;”z;thority. Uo havo gone through
the charge-ah.ot and it is found that the ﬂ&ka Commercial Nanngﬁr

issued that Charge.shest as a competent.authority.

4, In view of the aforggaid‘circdmstancas, we find no
ground to_cnterfxﬁn,hﬁi&fﬁpp;jcgtion.for admission since it is
@ pre-maturad one, Therefors, the application is dismissed

at this stage without passing any order aé to costs,
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