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HON BLE MR.KULDIP SINGH , NEMBERC.JUDL )
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Jharoda Kajan,
Mew Delhi . _ . ... . Applicant
{By Advocate: Shri Ycgesh Shtiarma)
Yersus
i HCT of Delhi through the Chiel Secretary,
Mew Secretriat,
Hew Delhi.
2. The Commissicner of Police,
clice Headguariers,
| .P. Estate, ’
Mew Delhi.
o 3. I'he Additional! Commissicner of Pclice
i (Establ ishment )}
~ Delht Police Headguarters,
| .P. Esiate,
New Delhi.
4, The Joint Commissioner of Police,
MNcrthern Range, Police Headguarters,
I.P. Estate,
New Delhi. —RESPOHDENMTS
{By Advocate: Shri Sumedha Sharma)
ORDER
By lon lble Mr RKuldip Singh.lenter(Judh)
ﬂl The applicant in this QA {{l=ed under Section
18 of the Administrative Tribunals Act, 1885 has assailed

the order vide which he has been communicated the advers

u
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remarls for the period 11.12.1887 to 31.3.1988 vide order

dated 31.10.1898.

2. The facts in brief are that the applicant who
is working as Inspector in Delhi Police claime to have
unblemished record and has also earned numerous

commendation certificates. However, while he was posted
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as an inspector in North West Districi a ii1guor tragedy
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had taken place in which 7 people lost their tiv
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an aftermath of iiquor tragedy, the applicant was put

under suspension w.e.f. 22.4.1687 and was reinstatsed on
10.12. 1887 Departmentai nguiry wWas also initiated
against the applicant. However. while recerding the
remarhks the competent authority had cobserwvsd that “while
the applicant was posted as an Inspector in Nérth~West

UDistrict, his conduct came into adverse notice during the

ligquor tragedy of Shakur Pur with multiple deaihs. His
integrity i3 doubtful. Moral character.: gocd. Dealing
with the public and assessipility to the public:

' 11

Average . Impartiatity/Objectivity: Averagse eic . The
applicant ctaims that as per the relevant instructiocns on

the ACR and the principles which are tc be observed bV

the Repcerting Officer, the remérke ke "Doubtful
character’, 'complaints received about his taking tllegal
gratification’™ are not permissible. Entries should be
pased on eostablished facts and not on mere suspicion.

1.

Applicant in this case has also plsaded that though the
Reperting Authority had ohserved about his honesty: his
conduct came into adverse notice during the liquor
trégedy of Shakur Pur, but this period could not be taiken
into consideraticn as the |iguor tragedy had taken place
much earlier to the period fTor which his ACRs have been
récorded and there is no established fact which may doubt
his honesty for the period 11.12.1887 to 371.2.1888, S0

these remarks shouid not hawve been made.
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3. The appilicant also submitied t

representation against these adverse remaths

disposed of vide impugned order  wi thout
spealing order thereon. As the impugned

says that the representation submitied by the a
agaiist the adverse remartis for the perind in
has been considered and rejecied by the

the Annexure A-1

re jected sc the respondents were directed

record vide which the representation had been di

by lhe competent authoriiy.
4, The respondents have produced
showing as to how the representation against th

m

deall wilh by the compet

| hawve also gone through the same.

5. As  regards e mentioning of the
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the ligquor tragedy which had happened

the perieod in gquestion that

bhasis to comment

fact has been established and the applicant

punished by the disciplinary authority on

liquor tragedy which had occurred

tenure so that fact stoodfp established. The

el vide which the app!icant has bsen conveysd
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upon the honesty of the applicant which

hhias been

account of

in the area during his

competent

also considered the said Facts and it is
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based only on that, these remarks had bsen made against
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at his conclusion about the integrity of the applicant.
Mcreover the perusal of the deparimental fiile vide whict
the representation had been disposed of would go to show
that the competent authoritly after applying its  mind
fully had rejected the representation and maintained the

iremarks, as recorded.

7. Hence, - | find that no interference is callied
for. OA is accordingiy dismissed. No costis. ‘

{ KULDIP SIMGH 3
VEMBER( JUDL )



