
CEIIIRAL. ,AOMI.MSTRATiy£ TRIBIUNAL" PRIIiCIPAL

Qriiccains'll .ADPlication fe... 1 61!!S

New Delhi, this the^4^^day of July. 2002

H^i}^' BI £ !raR. KOLOIF SIifilBH, £RC.31®. )
"OLE S^R. S.A.T. KZVI, fiWMBES! lA)

n

, Aop 1 i oas'i t.

Shri Ronak iMngh Constable No. 15A''-!/SO
S/o Shri Wange Ram
oresiently posted in Police St.atiOn;
Kalka ji >
New Oelfel..

Through ?.

(Arvind Singh. Advocate
Chamber Mo.589. Patiala House Courts
at New Delhi)

By Advocate; .Shri Arvind Singh.

Verssse

1 A d m i n i s t r" a t o r o f M a t. i o n a I Capital
Territory of Delhi through Joirst
Comm/i ssi oner of Police. Southern
Range. Police Head Quarters. KSO,,.
Bu i 1 d i n g. I. P. £ s ta t e.
New Delhi.

7^ Additional Deputy Commissioner of Police
(South District).
OCP,, SO Office at Hau? Khas.
New Delhi.

3, inspector C. Raj Singh.
R nqui ry Offi cer
Through OCP/HQ (I)
Police Head Quarters. l.P. Estate.
New Delhi. ..Respondents

By Advocate: .Shri Ram Kanwar.

fP R 18D £ R

rm: Mnn-bl^ Wr.KtildilP

The applicant along with Head Constable
K  ,,.,0 nro.-<->':»ded departmentally on theDharambir .Singh was pro.,.. a...

f o 11 owi n g a i l e ga t i on s ■; -

,o,,,,8 HC Dter.„»bir NO :«5/SD «HC
of police Station H.N. , oarti the
Pistol No. 1961 aJong with ^ hC Dharambir
couroe of SHO/H.N. C«r„
Singh No, ,-!hJ,.-.D MHC . > - SHO/Inspectoi-inspeotor N.P. ^boljt 5.00 P.M. Additional
?H0an.plotor Satiih'Ka'in enquired into the Matter andi.

L
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revealed that pistol No. 1961 was issued in the neme of
wo.0-909 on ?..i.9S. But the entry^-COS ded in the Arms registers was found to struck off

^u" receipt, of arms and ammunition baof infelknana but it did not contain the signature of ' the

h!'® rfate of loss of 'pisioi
M-vt'h' ' Z, f' ^®^tfed. But. neither MHC (M) not
Itf fT, Singh No.l5^^/snt_he SHO or Additional oBHO/H. N. Din renerdino
mssing of pistol No. 1961 which was issued to p'.n'?r

"hn^iH Wo. 0-909. Moreover, MHC (M) P. .9. 'hm Din
Hi the Maikhana by the SIRS Shaka Mo. D-9U9 The r^co-p '

rLjT'' ammunit 0^ i^lotproperly maintained in the Police Station. Thu" io- c?
tovernmsnt Property occurred due to sheer ne-jl ^nrf of
IC OSwrambir Mo. 359/SD .end ct, Sonafc Singh Ni'lPlvfiD.

I he above act on rhe n-irt we nh- f
Nn "iHo/n -,r-, r^ r-*- rs 1 . -11.. W"-!! r. H!.,, Dhas ambir"7" •■''w ond ct. Ronak Sinqh No. l 5^iA/sn amrnr, )-'- i--.misconduct, negligence and dereliction in the ' diC-twiof official duty which render them lijlo ^
•~-pai tmental action punishable under the provisiorr"- wf
Oelh.5 Police (Punishment a Appeal) Rules, 1980". '

During the enquiry a prima facie case aas
■ ound ag.-'inst him, charges were framed and then the
Inquiry Officer returned the finding holding tihe
applicant as well as his co-defaulter guilty. Thereupon
the disciplinary authority after supplying copy of the
findings and affording thern opportunity and afteir
considering their replies, imposed a penalty upors the
applicant as well as on his co-defaulter whereby the pay
of the applicant was reduced by three stages from Rs,. rd;800
to Rs.3575 in the time scale of pay for a period of three

years and that of Dharambir Singh was reduced from

Rs./iO50/- to Rs.8795/- also for a period of three years
w.e.f. the date of the issue of the order. ft was also

ffientioned that they will not earn increment of pay during
the period of reduction and on e>;piry of this period., the
reduction will have the effect of postponing of their
future increments. .Against this order passed bv the



..... .plin-, y authority, the applicant preferred an

appeal. The appellate authority also did not find aay

i»erit in the appeal and rejected the appeal.

applicant has assailed these order on the

ground that no proper opportunity was given to the

applicant to defend his case through defence assistast.

It is also stated that the copies of the relevant

documents which were vital for defence, was not supplied

to the applicant, therefore, the order of penalty is bad.

*  It. is also pleaded that the di scip.l i nary

authority in its order had not indicated the points on

which the applicant was expected to give reply on the

findings returned by he .Inquiry Officer.

5' It is further stated that the findings

returned by the Inquiry officer are not supported by any

documents.

have heard the learned counsel for the

parties and gone through the records of the case.

As regards the non-supply of the documents is

concerned, the respondents have submitted that at. the

time of supply of summary of allegations the applicant-

was supplied all the documents and he cannot have aay

grievance that the documents relied upon by the

department had not been supplied to him. It was further

•aubmitted that, even at the time of filing of the appeal

the applicant had again asked for the documents and the

documents which were available at that time, were

'0̂\^



1  i
supplied to the applicant. .In this regard the counsel

for the respondents has referred to para I. 16 and 1 '? in

his counter~affidavit wherein it was specifically stated

that after the receipt, of the copy of the puni'shmsftt

orderj the applicant had requisitioned some more

documents to file the appeal and the relevant

requisitioned documents had been supplied even at belated

stage and it was also specifically mentioned that during

the progress of the OS the applicant had not. asked for

any other documents so we find that the plea taken up by

the applicant that the documents was not supplied by the

department, is not supported by any material on record and

is only an after-thought and that plea cannot be

entertained at this stage.

8. As regards the facility of providing defence

assistant, is concernedj on this score also respondersts

have stated in their affidavit that at. the time of the

receiving of the summary of allegations etc. j, the

applicant was also informed that in case he intends to

engage police off icer/Government, servant to act. as

defence assistant vid6^ Questionnaire No. 6 put to the

applicantj but the applicant never submitted the written

consent, of engaging any defence assistant, to the Enquiry

Officer during the hole process of enquiry proceedings.

9. The counsel for the respondents further

submitted that the record would also reveal that during

the enquiry the applicant himself had cross e."<amined the

witnesses effectivelv and it is he himself who had not



chosen any defence assistant as per rules whereas

opportunity to engage a defence assistant was

provided to the applicant.

n
the

to. We have also seen the record and the contestfr

of this affidavit which are not controverted by the

applicant to the extent that opportunity was provided to

engage defence assistant, so this plea again has no

merits.

n. The couns;el for the applicant then referred to

the statement of witnesses and submitted that whers the

Sub Inspector Ran jit Singh Dhaka came to return another

pistol the applicant pointed out to him that, the pistol

in question which is missing was also standing in his

name but SI Ran jit Singh Dhaka informed that he had

returned the pistol in question earlier to MHC (M), i.e.,

the co-defaulter of the applicant and on the asking of SI

Ran jit Singh Dhaka, he deleted the entry against which

the pistol in question was issued to SI Ranjit Sirsgh

Dhaka. The applicant's counsel thus submitted that it is

the app 1 icant wlio was m 1 s 1 ed by SI Ranji t Si.ngh Dhaka and

the applicant under misconception had deleted the entry

showing the issue of pistol in the name of SI Raniit

Singh Dhaka. However, in our view this plea of the

applicant has again no merits because the appiiosnt. kas

acted in a most irrational and irresponsible manner when

he deleted the entry showing issue of pistol in the na®e

of SI Ranjit Singh Dhaka without verifying the stock or

even without consulting his MHC (M) who was Incharge of

the -ftialkhana. The applicant, appears to have acted in a

most reckless manner and particularly in respect of an
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esitry whereby the issue of pistol was in question. So it

is such a misoonduct for which the applicant had been

proceeded departmentai 1 y.

applicant is unable to point out any
procedural lapse for judicial review of the impugned
order, so we find that the OA does not call for aay

intv..s fci w.nce and the same has to be dismissed.
Accop£lingly OA is dismissed. No costs.
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