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New Delhi, this the 10th day of Novembers 2000
Hon'ble Blr.Kuldip Singh.Meisber CJ)
Hon'ble nr. Singh. Meffibe? la/

Shri Ram Lai Bhatia.
Sub-Inspector ^ ̂  Applicant
183S/D/III Bi-i r/DAP

(By Advocate;. Shri I < N. Tria.:^ '

I r DyrCommissioner or Police
III Bru DAP. Delhi

2. Joint Commissioner of PolicetAu r.a.
Police Head Quarters. M.S.O. &uiiuxiig,
New Delhi

3. Coiumissioi'ier of Police.
Police Head Quarters
M.S.O.^Bulldins, I.P.Eatate. „.. ,Respondr.nts
New Lieiiii

(By Advocate;. Shri Vijay Pandita)

P.y MAr.-ble nr.

Applicant who is a Sub-Inspector of Delhi

Police. has filed this OA challenging the orders of the
disciplinary authority vide which he was awarded the
Puinishmont of withholding of three increments for a period
of three years with immediate and cumulative effectr
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7^, The main ground taken by the applicant t

challenge the impugned order is that no evidence of
independent witness is on record and the punishing

authority has proved the alleged charge by importing his
personal views against the conclusion of the enquiry
officer. It is pleaded that the disciplinary authority

had relied upoii the false statements of two criminals
namely Shri Gulshan Kumar and Shri Harjinder Singh who are
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The OA is, therefore, disrnisseo, ■
No ooscs.

( M.p. Singh )
Meinber (A)

w
(  Kuldip Singh )
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