
CENTERAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL

PRINCIPAL BENCH

O.A. NO.2714 of 2001

New Delhi , this the 27th day of February, 2003

Hon'ble Smt. Lakshmi Swaminathan, Vice Chairman (J)
Hon'ble Shri C.S. Chadha, Member (A)

Ct. Pritam Chand No.4162/DAP

Presently posted in 1st Bn,, DAP,
S/o Shri Jalla Ram,
R/o Village - Simal Kothi , P.O. - Ropan,
Tehsil - Sarkaghat, District - Mandi ,
H i rnacha 1 P r adesh, App 11 cant
(By Advocate : Shn Sachin Ghauhanj

Versus

1 . Union of India,
Through its Secretary,
M i n i s t r y o f H ome A f f a i r s,
N o r t h B1 o c k , N e w D e 1 h i .

2 . Cornrni ss i one r of Po 11 ce,
De1h 1 ,
Police Headquarters, I.P. Estate,
M.S.0. Bu i1d1ng, New De1h i .

3. Addl. Commissioner of Police,
Armed Police,
New Police Lines, Kingsway Camp,
De1h i .

4. Dy. Commissioner of Police,
5th Bn., D.A.P.,
New Police Lines, Kingsway Camp,
Delhi , .... Respondents

(By Advocate ; Ms. Renu George)

ORDER (Oral)

By Hon'ble Smt. Lakshmi Swaminathan, Vice Chairman (J)

Heard Shn Sachin Chauhan, learned counsel for

the applicant and Ms. Renu George, learned counsel

for the respondents.

2. In this application, the applicant has

impugned the action taken by the respondents in the

disciplinary proceedings held against him and in which

they have passed the major penalty order of forfeiture

of three years approved service permanently with

immediate effect for a period of three years. This

has resulted in reduction of his pay from the stage of

RS.3G50/- P.M. to Rs.3425/- P.M. for a period of
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t-hif is& yeaf S. . DUf ihy this per 1 ud , th0 appllCSflt Will

not 0arn incrsrnsnts ot pay and on ths sxpiry ot thax.
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postponinQ his Tutur® increuisntSt i hs disciplinary
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Folio© has no longer revisionary po'w©rs.

3i In view of the aToresaid p/enalty orders piassed

Dy I-he disciplinary aux. hority and the appi©llaX-e

authority, t.h© learned counsel for the appilicant has

taken a ground relying on the juugernent of the Hon'ble

High Court in the Shakti Singh Vs. Union of India &
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t'hcit. th0 psrialty OTusrs should bs SSt- aSlU©. In
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ti" lat having r ©gard txi the provisicins of Rule 8 (d)

(ii ) of the Delhi Pol 1c© (Pun 1 shrflent & Appisal ) Rules,

1980, the penalty of the nature irriposed on t.he

appilicant xherein is niultipile, as there has been

foifeitufe uT appioVed servlue, reductixin in pray C4}

dur~irig the said pervod, he wi 11 alsci ncit earn any

i i iuiernenX.f The High Court, has alscr expiressed a view

on the oecision of the Full Bench of the Tribunal in
bii© uase oi A.S.I. " Chander Pal Mo.809/DVi De 1 hi

Administration & Ann. (O.A. No.2225/1993} which was
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In th© ci i uUiTiot.ancso, th© High Court had rerintteiu this

disciplinary autnority tor ifrtposing aoaso to tiis

punishment in accordarioy vvith thieir observations.
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of the piresent case as the penalty order's have been

passed by the respondents urider" Rule e> (d) i, 1 i } oi une

Delhi Folios (Fun 1 shnient « Apipseal ) Rules, i cjou. ±ri

th 1 S V 1 evy of triene matter, we are not expressing any

opinion on the Cither~ gr'ourios taKefi by the appi i icariu nn

the OA which have also not been pressed by learned
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In the oir cumstanoes of the case, tise irnpiugried
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aCCOrdinQly rsnn bt.sci to ths ci ipl ihSt y SU"tiiOi i ty bU

pdSS . dn dppropndt© or d@i , ksSpihy in v isvv bns

judgsnTisnt ot th© Hon'bl© High Court in oridKb 1 q ihyh
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ordsr vvvth intifiidtion to th© dppliGdnt.
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.  Chddhd)

M©nibsr vA;

(Smt. Lakshnii Swaminathan)

Vice Chairman (J)
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