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CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL~ PRINCIPAL 

OA No-3473/2001.. 
Ot'l No- 3474/200.1 
OA No-3475/2001. 

th h 

New Delhi this the IS day of January~ 2003. 

HON.BLE MR. GOVINDAN S.TAMPI, MEMBER (ADMNV) 
HON.BLE MR. SHANKER RAJU, MEMBER (JUDICIAL) 

Yogesh Gulati 

BENCH@ 

S/o Late Shri B.R.Gulati, 
R/o C-84, New Police Lines. 
Kingsway Camp, Delhi-1.10009. . _ .. Applicant. 

(By Advocate: Shri S.K.Gupta) 

1. 

2 .. 

····Versus-

Govt. of NCT of Delhi 
Through Chief Secretary, 
Delhi Secretariate, 
I.P.Estate~ New Delhi. 

Commissioner of Police, 
Delhi Police Headquarter, 
MSO Building, I.P.Estatep 
New Delhi-110002. 

3 .. Joint Commissioner of Police (AP), 
Delhi Police Headquarter, 
MSO Building, I.P.Estate, 
New Delhi-.110002. 

'~ .. Additional Commissioner of Police (AP), 
Delhi Police Headquarter, 

5. 

MSO Building, I.P.Estate, 
New Delhi-.11.0002. 

Deputy Commissioner of Police, 
I I I r·d Ba:ti:a 1 ion , 
D.A.P. Vikas Puri, 
t···le~" Del hi. 

(By Advocate: Mrs.Renu George) 

Vi render Kumar~ 

Working as Constable in PCR 
North Zone, Ludolw Castle, 
Sham Hath Marg, 

. .. Respondents 

Delhi ... Applicant. 

(By Advocate: Shri S.K.Gupta) 

-·Ver··sus-

Govt. of NCT of Delhi 
Through Chief Secretary, 
Delhi Secretariate, 
I.P.Estate, New Delhi. 

./ 



.::'t ... 

(2) 

Commissioner of Police, 
Delhi Police Headquarter, 
MSO Building~ I.P.Estate, 
New Delhi-110002. 

Joint Commissioner of Police 
Delhi Police Headquarter, 
MSO Building, I.P.Estate, 
New Delhi-110002. 

(AP),. 

Additional Commissioner of Police (AP), 
Delhi Police Headquarter, 
MSO Building, I.P.Estate, 
New Delhi-110002. 

Deputy Commissioner of Police, 
I I I r·d Ba-tt a 1 ion, 
D.A.P. Vikas Puri~ 
New Delhi. . .. Respondents 

(By Advocate: Mrs.Sumedha Sharma) 

r-<a.m Pal 
S/o Late Shri B.Lal, 
R/o 146/3, Gautam Colony, 
r··.!a r e 1 a. , De 1 h :i • . .. Applicant. 

(By Advocate: Shri S.K.Gupta) 

4. 

·-·Ver·:::.~u ::s···· 

Govt. of NCT of Delhi 
Through Chief Secretary~ 
Delhi Secretariats, 
I.P.Estate, New Delhi. 

Commissioner of Police, 
Delhi Police Headquarter, 
MSO Building, I.P.Estatep 
New Delhi-110002. 

Joint Commissioner of Police (AP), 
Delhi Police Headquarter, 
MSO Building~ I.P.Estate, 
New.Delhi-110002. 

Additional Commissioner of Police (AP), 
Delhi Police Headquarter, 
MSO Building. I.P.Estate, 
New Delhi-110002. 

Deputy Commissioner of Police~ 
I I I rd Bat·tal ion, 
D.A.P. Vikas Puri, 
r--~e1.n1 0(~ 1 hi .. ___ Respondents 

(By Advocate: Shri Ram Kanwar) 
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Q„.R.„D,..„E„R.

Bid„Mr^„Shaal<er„Raiu^._Memib^

As the matters involve common questions of fact

and law, these OAs are being disposed of by this common

order„

2,. Applicants who were posted in Punishment

Branch of 3rd Bn„ DAP of Delhi Police, on a complaint by

Constable Naresh Kumar were proceeded in a preliminary

eincjuiry conducted by AGP Rlam Singh and on the:* basis of the

report Deputy Commissioner of Police (DCP) by an order

dated 15., 4.,96 ordered a common DE against them,.

3,. Applicants have been served upon a summary of

allegation and at present we are dealing with the cases of

ASI Yogesh Gulati, HC Rampal and Constable Virender Singh,

who hi a V e been is s u e d t h e f o 11 o wi i n g i m p u t a t i o n r;

"It i s a 11 e g e d t h a t: --

I ) H e a d Cons t - R a rn P a 1 N o _ 21,5 0 / D A P and Cons t
Vi render Kumar No„ 2:364,/DAP demanded amount of

'  F-'? s „ 2,000/ - f r rn C o n s t N a r e s h K u m a r, N o2366/ D A P
Hd. Const. Ram Pal, N0.215,0/DAP also followed
i 11 ega 1 off i cia 1 proc&du re in submi 1.1ing the f i 1 e
on 4 „ 1 „ 96 d i rec11 y to Sh D T Ba rde t he t hen
DCP/III Bn DAP iwh 11 e the DC was under- transf er

t o 1st. B n a n d t h a t too In e p r o d u c e d t fi e DE..
file of Const. Naresh Kumar,, No-2366,/DAP after an
inordinate delay of 39 days while the file was
ordered to be put up on 276,11.95. The above
c i r c u rn s t a n c e; s indie a t e t h e rn a 1 a fide intention on
the part of. Head Const. Ram Pal with some
u 11 e r i o r rn o t i v e b e s t k n o w n t o him.

(II) ASI (Min.) Yogesh Gulati, HAP/III Bn. DAP
for poor supervision over his staff.
M i s r e p r e s e n t i n g t In e f a c t s t o s s n i o r officer- s
causing undue delay of about 25 days in submitting
a p p 1 i c: a t i o n d a t s d 12 „ 1.9 6 s u b rn i 11 e d b y C o n s t „
N a r e s h K u rn a r, N o „ 2366,/ D A F'^ b e f o r- e t h e OCR / III B n .

\  D A P a n d h e f'■ u r t Ft e r t r i e d h i s 1 e; v e 1 b e s t t o p r o t. e c t
his staff.
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(III) Sub-Inspect or Man gee Singh ̂ N0„D/,362 (He
Clerk) III Bn DAP for poor supervision over hi
staff and he also failed to take note of the
a p p 1 i c a t i o n s u b rii i 1.1 e d b y Con s t. „ N a r e s h K. u rn a r 5,
N0„2366/DAP vide which he had requested for
periTiission to appear before DCP/III Bn DAP.

The above act of omission/Commission on the part
of Sub-Inspector Mangee Singh „ No. D/362 (Min . ) ,,
A SI . (ii i ii .. ) Y o g e s h G u 1 a t i „ M o .. 4036/ D, He a d
Constable Ram Pal No„2.150/DAP (Min.) and Const,.
V i ren de r Ku mar ̂ No.2364/0AP (Exe.) amounts to
g r a v e rn i s c o n d u c t „ c a r- e 1 e s s n e s s n e g 1 i g e n c e a n d
dereliction in the discharge of their official
duties which render them liable for punishment as
e n V i s a g e d i n s e c t i o n 21 o f t hi e 0 e 1 h i P o 1 i c e A c t „
1978,. "

4,. Enquiry Officer (EO) after recording evidence

o f 8 P W s f r a m e d a c h a r g e „ A p p 1 i c a n t s p r o d u c e d s i x D W s i n

t I'l e e n q u i r y a n d s u b rn i 1.1 e d t hi e i r d e f e nee s t a t e m e n t s

5  EG t hi r ou ghi h is f i n din gs dated 8.9.97 has

r~ e c: o r d e d a f i n d i n g e x o n e r a t i n g a p p 1 i c a n t s from t fi e c h a t- g e .

6. ̂ On receipt of the enquiry report,

disciplinary authority by his memo dated 29,.9.97 disagreed

with the findings of the EO and before taking a final

decision afforded applicants a reasonable opportunity. He

has disagreed with the findings of the EO on the following

counts r;

V

"The instant DE has been completed by Sh„ R.C.
Thiakur, ACP/Ist Bn. DAP, E.O. wtio has submitted
his findings to the disciplinary authority
concluding therein that the charge levelled
a g a i n s t a 11 t h e d e 1 i n q u e n t s rn e n t i o n e d a b o u t In a s
not been proved. Howiever, the undersigned does
not agree with the findings of the E.o!. on the
foil o w i r'l g c o u n t s

(i) Natural conduct of weeping of Ct.
K LI rn a r, iN o „ 2366/ DAP i n u 11 e r d e s p-> era t i o n

Naresh

(ii) Deposition of SI Rajesh .Juneja and SI Orn
Parkash, PA SO to DCP/III Bn DAP to the
undersigned regarding demand of money by HAP
Branch officials. As those two Police personnel
a r e t h e i n d e (:■ e n d e ri t w i t n e s s e s,.
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(iii) Sense of conviction of Ct.. Ha res h Kumar,
Wo_236S/DAP in raising the matter in the^ open
D a r b a t- o f t h e S r „ A cl cl 1 C „ P .< ( A P fk T ,,i D e J. i ..

(iv) Pinpointing of the HAP Branch officials by
the Ct»

(v) Inordinate delay in submission of note by HAP
on 6-2--'

12-1-96„

on 6-2-96 though the incident took place on

In view of the above facts, dis-agreeing with the
findings of the E„0„ a copy of the same is hereby
supplied to SI (Hin,.) Man goo Singh, HO ,.0/368, AS I
(Min.) Yogesh Giulati, Ho„4996/D„ HC (Min.,) Ram
Pa1, Ho„2180/DAP and Ct„ V i r en de r ^ K r„
Ho,.2364/0AP wdth the direction to submit wiritLen
reo resent at ion in this regard witnin 15 days fi orn
the date of its receipt if no reply is received
within stipulated period ex-parte decision shall
b e t a. !< e n o n i t s m e i- i t s "

7,. A p p 1 i c a n t s f i 1 e d t I'l e i r r e p r e s e n t a t ion s

against the disagreement Hote,,

8,. Disciplinary Authority on the basis of the

representations and contentions put-forth by applicants

imposed upon ASI, punishment of permanent forfeiture of one

yearns approved service for a period of two years with

c u rn L! 1 a t i v e e f f e c t..

9,. As regards the other two Head Constable and

Constable their three years^ approved service has been

forfeited permanently for a period of five years with

cumulative effect„ SI Mangoo Singh has been exonerated

from the charge and the DE wias dropped„

w

10,., Applicants preferred appeals against the

impugned order wherein the appellate authority maintained

the punishment,.



.Ll. ~~t. t~he outset by r·eferr·:ing ·to ·the decision 

LtlQ.ig_ __ &_ __ Qt:.§...:!.... CvJP No_ 2368/2000 decided on .17 .. 9. 2002 ~ Shr:i 

s K K ... Gupta, learned counsel for applicants contended that 

punishment is not in-conformity with Rule 8 (d) (ii) of the 

Delhi Pol.ice (Punishment & Appeal) Rules, 1980_ One of thE! 

by applicants 1s that the disciplinary 

authority while disagreeing with the findings of the EO 

instead of recording tentative reasons for his disagreement 

rather proved the charge against applicants and in this 

manner- has pre-judged the issue which is not in 

consonance with the decision of the High Court in CV.JP 

~'SlJJlliAJ.::... <:lecided by the High cour··i: of Delhi on 1.9.9.2002. 

12. Shri Gupta has further taken us to various 

documents annexed with the OA to contend that in so far as 

four counts of disagreement relates to the allegation of 

demand of money by applicants and the last disagreement 

pertains to ASI Gulati by taking inordinate delay in 

puLting up of the Note. He has taken us to the evidence of 

PW-3 as well as PW-6 to contend that Constable Naresh Kumar 

had made a compliant for demand of money by the officers of 

HAP branch and not disclosed the name of the officers and 

though t~he rnoney rt,ras allegedly demanded ear-lier· there is no 

explanation as to the delay in reporting the same_ 

.13 _ Shr- :i Gup·ta states that:. ·the f i 1 e as pel~ 

evidence of DCP recorded during the course of the enquiry 

called by DCP 3rd Bn. on :23 .. 11.95 h.:m. been piTt up on 

?7.11.95 and a final order of punishment was passed against 

Coil:sta.b1e on 4.1.96. As such there was no occasion for 
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a.pp.l ica.n·ts to hav~~ demanded money f ,-om the comp.l;J.inant 

it was not within their jurisdiction to be in any manner 

:in s·t rumen i:a . .l in imposition of punishment against the 

compla.inant M 

14~ Shr-i Gup·t<:l fu r·t:her· contended that the 

disagreement is based on extraneous matter and is not borne 

out from the official record as during disagreement the 

disciplinary authority has to restrict himself to ·the 

record of the enquiry and in this conspectus it is stated 

that application made by complainant Naresh Kumar to the 

DCP is dated 12.1.96 and ther--e :in word DE has been 

subsequently manipulated otherwise this has been made in 

connect:ion v-Jith his per··sonal problems which does not 

t:r·anspi r--e any iota of material as to demand of money or· 

harassment to the complainant at the hands of applicants. 

By fu rt:her referring to a Note dated 12.1.96 where 

Constable Naresh Kumar has insisted upon a. personal 

appearance before the disciplinary authority when he has 

already been given the same and the matter stood concluded 

in the disciplinary proceeding~ a show cause notice was 

issued to the complainant on 18.3_96 and was confirmed 

where applicants have been alleged to have remained adamant 

and misbehaved with HAP staff by threatening them to make a 

false complaint against them and as applicants were 

puni~,hed :in the DE as well as with a minor penalty of 

censLW(~! in Sa.mpark Sabha he del iber·a·tely raised this issue 

of demanding some money. Apparently on 30.3.1996 and 

before this it was opened for the complainant to have made 

a specific complaint as to demand of money allegedly by 

app l i ca.n t.s. Further- relying on the statement of D.T. 

DCP, it is contended that Constable was heard in OR 
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on 24-11.95 after the findings of the EO have been served 

and file was called on 27.11.95 which was submitted by the 

dealing Assistant on 29.11.95 allegation cannot be 

established against applicants. Shri Gupta stated that in 

the disagreement Note there is no whisper as to adoption of 

illegal procedure by Head Constable and Constable by 

processing the DE file of Naresh Kumar with delay of 39 

days, as such no punishment can be imposed upon applicants 

on that count. 

15. In so far as Yogesh Gulati is concerned, it 

is contended that nobody has seen the complainant weeping~ 

Including PW SI Rakesh Juneja. In so far delay in putting 

up the Note is concerned, it is contended that previously 

Constable Naresh Kumar was heard by Sh. Barde, DCP 

and on his transfer Shri Naresh Kumar was appointed as OCP 

who called the complainant in OR and when he found that he 

has already been 

request. 

heard in OR he had not acceded to his 

16. Factual matrix as highlighted indicate that 

on 24.11.95 complainant Naresh Kumar was heard in OR and a 

final decision was taken on 4.1.96 which was sealed on 

5.1.96 for approval. File was sealed on 9.1.96 and 

Constable Naresh Kumar was directed to appear on 

when he appeared alongwith the ASI. 

as this had already been availed. 

DCP did not allow OR 

Shri Gupta further 

contended that the relevant documents including PE report 

statements of witnesses recorded during the PE evidence 

have not been served upon them, which is not in consonance 

with the principles of natural justice. By explaining the 

delay against ASI Gulati it is contended that the 

@ 
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applica.t:ion ~"'as v.witten by i'·lar·esh Kr.Jma.r~ on l2.J.,.96~ t"th:i.ch 

was forwarded and for the period from l3.l.96 to 29.l.96 

holidays on account of Republic Day 

arrangements and after taking the aforesaid period six days 

clelay come::::; v~hicl1 cannot be undue_ r1or·eover·" application 

was marked to AC-1 to be put up on file, as such Note was 

filed on 29 .1.- 96 .. T~e complainant after l2.l.96 despite 

holdin£t of three Sampark Sabha has not 

matter. which shows his malafides_ 

.17- On the other hand, respondents in t hf~ i r-

reply vehemently opposed the contentions of applicants and 

stated that disagreement is on the basis of the 

(A!hether- ther-e is clear demand of money by HAP Branch 

officials and as Constable Naresh Kumar reported the matter 

in Sampark Sabha and pinpointed applicants. the same on the 

pre-ponderence of probability is sufficient to hold them 

guilty. 

.1.8- is further stated that disagreement 

tentatively arrived and after submission of representations 

by applicants through detailed reasons they have been held 

guilty of the char-ge_ The appellate authority has also 

considered the contentions and passed a reasoned order. 

1.9- t1oreover·. on the multiplicity of 

punishment, 

disputed. 

20. Lear--ned counsel fu r··U1er· sta·ted that 

deposition made by PWs SI Rajesh Juneja and SI Om Parkash 

who were working as PA and SO to DCP they have corroborated 
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the existence of money from Constable Naresh Kumar as HC 

Rarnpal was found to have followed illegal procedure in 

::;:.ubmi t:.t:i ng the file eli rectly ·to ·the OCP while he was under 

·tr·ansfel" h!~ should have put up the file thr·ough HAP viz .. 

r-">cSI Yogesh Gulat:i. As ·the file has been inordina·tely 

delayed being put up for 39 days applicants are guilty of 

the char·ge .. 

2l. Show cause notice issued to Naresh Kumar has 

deferred as in the wake of allegation of demand of 

illegal money from the complainant and the same has been 

vacated in favour of Constable Naresh Kumar. 

22. Lastly~ it is contended that in a judicial 

review this court has no jurisdiction to go into the 

cor rec·tn ess of the charge or sufficiency of evidence on 

r-eappr·aisal. From the angle of a common prudent man 

sufficient evidence exists to sustain the charge against 

applicants, as such the OA is liable to be dismissed, as it 

does not suffer from any procedural illegality_ 

V.Je have carefully considered the ri va.l 

con·teni:ions of the parties and perused the material on 

r·ecord _ At the outset having settled principles of law and 

specifically in the light of the decision of the Apex Court 

608 in a disciplinary proceeding judicial review is limited 

to the extent of procedural illegality or infirmity and in 

easEl of no evidence. As the disciplinary proceedings as 

per Rule 20 of the Delhi Police (Punishment and Appeal) 

Rules, l980 is based on pre-ponderence of probability the 

s t:. r- i c;t rules of evidence and criminal procedure are not 
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a.ppl ic;al:>le .. What is to be seen is whether the conclusions 

arrived at are neither perverse nor based on no evidence 

and passes the test of a common reasonable prudent man. 

24 .. In the light of what has been laid down if: 

evidence in i:hE:'! pr-esent:. OAs are examined the 

irresistible conclusion which can be safely drawn is that 

>:::lisciplinat-y has arrived at the guilt of 

applicants on the basis evidence but the correctness of 

which or reappraisal cannot be gon~ into by this court. 

25. We have perused the enquiry report and find 

that EO has exonerated ASI on the ground that there is no 

evidence to show his poor supervision and no delay on his 

part to put the application of Naresh Kumar before the DCP. 

26. In so far as charge against HC Rampal and 

Constable regarding demand of money from the complainant it 

is stated that not even a single PW has corroborated this 

fact and the allegation against SI Om Parkash by not 

following the procedure in submitting the file to the 

Senior Officer and delaying it for a period of 39 days, it 

has been proved that as the complainant has not reported 

the allegations to the DCP the allegations have not been 

found substantiated. 

27. Disciplinary authority took cognizance of 

the evidence which has forthcome in the DE that the 

Constable Naresh Kumar wept before the officers and also 

the evidence of PW-3 SI Rajesh Juneja who clearly stated 

that while working as PA to DCP/Illrd Bn. Naresh Kumar met 

him and reported that personnel posted in HAP Branch have 
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demanded money and for doing favour SI took the complainant 

to HAP Branch. Moreover~ Constable Raj Kumar~ PW-4 also 

corroborated the fact that Naresh Kumar had wept and wanted 

appearance before the DCP/IIIrd Bn. This has further been 

corroborated by PW-1 ASI Harbhajan Singh. PW-6 SI Om 

Prakash also corroborated that Naresh Kumar wanted to 

appear before the DCP/IIIrd Bn. regarding demand of money. 

This is a piece of evidence not rebutted against applicants 

ill the course of the DE. EO though specifically recorded 

that demand of money from the complainant has not been 

corroborated by not even a single witness is bellied on the 

face of it in the light of the aforesaid evidence. 

28. Moreover, not only this material which has 

formed basis of disagreement it is also the reporting of 

the matter by complainant before the Sampark Sabha 

conducted by Senior Additional Commissioner of Police. It 

is a natural conduct from a Constable who has been 

traumatised and harassed at the hands of the HAP Branch to 

\ ' 
the extent of demand of money to report the matter to the 

~ 

higher authorities and if nothing comes as a result he 

reported the matter in Sampark Sabha which has been held 

from time to time. The very conduct of the complainant to 

raise his grievance as to specifically alleging demand of 

money against applicants by naming them in the complaint 

before the Sampark Sabha is also a factor which should have 

been taken into consideration by the EO. 

29. Not only this, the delay on the part of ASI 

Gulati to submit the Note on 6-2.96 whereas the incident 

had taken place on 12.ln96 and had been entrusted to him 

cannot be countenanced on the pretext that the force was 
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bu::sy in Republic Day celebrations~ as the Republic Day 

celebrations would not have been initiated by them and 

he has had ample time to put up the Note which he 

deliberately avoided till 6.2.96 clearly shows that he 

lacked supervision and was guilty of the charge against 

him. 

30. In so far as mitigating factor that a show 

cause notice was issued to complainant of censure of his 

misbehaviour and threat to the officials of HAP branch is 

not relevant as after the allegation of demand of money has 

been alleged the aforesaid notice was vacated against the 

complainant. 

31. In the result we ~ind that the disciplinary 

author-ity on the basis of the EO report has tentatively 

recorded his reasons and had given a reasonable opportunity 

to applicants to represent and thereafter on recei1::.-t of 

their replies a final decision was taken. What has been 

in the cases before us by recording tentative reasons. 

in the disagreement Note a final conclusion has 

be•::..'!n drawn proving the charge against applicants. As such 

t:he deci:::..;ion quoted of t:he High Court o·f Delhi in E.C9J.D..Q.9.. 

l'&J.JJIL(,Lt.:...':....§.. case (supr·a) •.Nould be distinguishable and have no 

applica.tion t:o the prE::~sent cases as 1:herein the 

disciplinary authority while giving show cause notice 

instead of recording tentative reasons concluded the charge 

:::.~ho•.Ning pr-e·-·dei.:er·mination, wher-eas in ·the cas-es in hand a 

tentative conclusion is drawn. What has been mandated by 

the Apex Court is not exactly the word mentioning tentative 
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but: if' f'rom the perusal of' the show cause notice it is 

found that the disciplinary authority has not made up its 

mind to pre-judge the issue and while disagreeing recorded 

reasons and indicated to take a f'inal action on receipt of 

the reply the same would be tentative conclusion on reasons 

As such. we do not find any infirmity in the 

show cause notice issued disagreeing with the findings. 

32. We have also perused the orders passed by 

the disciplinary authority, wherein the contentions of 

applicants have been taken care of and with recording 

n~asons the punishments are imposEed _ The reasoning 

accorded by the disciplinary authority is based on the 

the enquiry and as it has been found that 

Constable Naresh Kumar who has been victimised when he has 

tried to make a complaint to DCP/IIIrd Bn. he made 

specific allegation of' demand of money which has been 

pr-oved <:Jur-ing the cour-se of t:: he enqu i r·y _ The punishments 

are imposed on the basis that police personnel have tried 

to indulge themselves into corruption and moreover ASI 

j Gulati who submitted the Note belatedly without any 

reasonable explanation of delay he not only provided 

pr--otection to the HAP Branch officials but also have 

delayed putting up of Note was also held guilty. 

33. We have also seen the appellate order where 

the contentions taken by applicants have been consider-ed 

l 
and a speaking order is passed. In ou ~~ vie1 .... 1 on mer· i. ts nonE:~ 

of these orders suffer from any legal infirmity. 
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~-54 .. having regard to the decision of 

the High Cour·t of Delhi in ~!J.g_!:S.:.t.L_~;Lo..g!.l.:_§. case (supr~a) the 

latter part of the punishments is not in consonance with 

Rule 8 (d) (ii) of the Rules ibid and requires modification 

accor--dingly. 

35. In the result~ for the foregoing reasons, 

although we do not find any merit in these OAs, but having 

regard to the penalties imposed the matters are remanded 

back to the disciplinary authority to suitably modify the 

orders of punishment and in the event applicants are 

.C,_. ent:itled ·to anj/ consequential benefits, the same may be 

accorded to them within a period of three months from the 

1 

date of receipt of a copy of this order. 

accordingly disposed of. 

L_et a copy 

file of each matter. 

>·~~· 
(Shan 1-<er~ Raj u) 

t1ember(J) 

• San .. • 

No costs. 

The OA:;:-; are 

case 


