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CENTRAL AMIHISTRATIVE TRIBOTAL, PRINCIPAL BENCH
OA 418/2002

Delhi, this the 16th day of January. 2003
ju - - - \' Q A1»

^"'̂ Hot^ble'shrl v'̂ '̂ Srikantaa, MemberCA)
R.K. MeenarZ-69, Main Dabri Road _ Applicant
Extension Palam Road, Dulhi

(Shri Sachin Chauhan, Advocate)
versus

1. Comnussioner of Police
PHQ, ITO, MSO Building
IP Estate, New Delhi

2. Jt. Coriunissioner of Politit:
Wew Delhi Range
IP Estate, New Delhi p,.j ce

3. Addl. Dy. Commissioner of Puliue
North East District Respondents
Gokul Puri, Delhi

(Mrs. Jasmine Ahmed, Advocate)
ORDERCoral)

Shri Justice V.S. Aggarwal

The applicai^t is Sub-Inspector in Delhi Police. In
the departmental proceedings initiated against
applicant. the Addl. Dy. Conuuissioner of Police
imposed.the following punishment:

QT R K Meena No.D-1315 iiivolves a
diterrant
:rsur/t£t
Sunil Gais, ' ordered the punisiiment uf

year, approve, -rvi^

f.°Lot?:ro1 p\"y S-ht'/eri^'/of•re^uotUi
not earn inoreMnt ""i the reduction

:r;i "rave '̂'%fr^ei7 " -"po/tronin^ hi. ruture
increments.

2. Appeal preferred by the applicant had Peen di«oissed
on 27.2.2001 by the Joint Commissioner ui Police,
Delhi Range.



3. By virtue ol tlie present appUoatioA, applicant lia;>
assailed the said orders. ^
4. Duriiig the course of submissions learned oounse

tne applloant, without prejudice to the otlier pleas
taken, urged that the peimlty/punlshment imposed ie In
Violation of Rule 8 of Delhi Police (Punishment SAppeal)
Rules, 1980.

5. we do not'^^o discuss further In this matter
because of the decision of the Delhi High Court in CWP
No.2368/2000 (Shakti Sihgh Vs. UOl) aiid other connected
matters decided on 17.11.2002. In tlie case of Shakti
Singh (supra) the punishment imposed upon him reads as
under:

"The charge levelled against Inspr. Shakti Singh,
w- r» T/231 is fully proved. ..Thus, the pay of Inspi .

^;ioo£f
?tfr£'i :'̂ ^r^od^ ha%"e
the efftct of postponing his future increments of
pay"

&. The Delhi High Court in its judgement opined that the

matter should be remitted back to the disciplinary
authority for imposition of punishment on the applicant

in terms of its judgement.



\A / ^

j view the similarity
7. Aocordiugly. Keeping in the

' the disciplinary autUo

"ana tue Oeoi.ion in tne oa.e of snaRti S.ngl.,now tne present application and qua»h
<.np.-a,, IS remitted .ac. to fne
impugned ord«r». aooordanoe with law,
dlsclplina'-y authority wl ^^j„g up the loose

-• - - •••- - -

.....—•• """applicant. i^eceipt of a copy of

this ordei'.

3 way of abundant caution, we »a.e it olear tuat
Of the »atter or otner pleas that may

opinion on me....

t,e or have t>««n tdKeu
respondents.

V / (V, S. Aggarvval)
(V.S r i kantan) Chairman

Member(A)

/gtv/




