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New Delhi: this the 2/~ day of gpril, 1998,

HON 'BLE MR, S, R. ADIGE, VICE CHAI AMAN(A) .
HON'BLE MRS, LAKSHMI SWAMINATHAN, MEMBER(J)

Shri Dalip 'Singh,
Ro Village Fair Alipur, "
P.0.Narmmaul,Distt.Mohindsrg arb, .

Haﬂana R ppplicanto
(By Adwcate: Mrs, Sumadha Shama:)
Ve rsus

i Lt. Govemor, .
through Chief Secretary,
Delhi Adnin, Delhi,

2, (ommissioner of Police,
Police Headquarter, IT0,
M0 Building,
I.P.EStatB,

New Dsl hiy

. t !

3. Sr. Addl, Oommissioner of polics,
(& T), Police Headquarter,
I, MSO Building,
I.PoEStatB,

New Del hig

4. ty. Oommissioner of Police,
xth Bno DAP,
Kingsway Camp,

New Police Lines, _ , . ‘
Delhi. . seeee RESpondentsy

JUDGMENT

BY HON'BLE MR.S./R,ADIGE VICE CHAI A N ( n)

fpplicent impugns respondents! orders

. dated 19.5.95 (annexure=£); 20,5.96 (Annexure-a);

and 27,5.97 (Annexure=8).

2 poplicant was proceeded against

dep artmentally for unauthorised sbsence from duty
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ahd was dismissed from service vide order dated
26,18.87, which order was upheld iR gpesl

vide order dated 14.2.88. He epproached CAT P8 vidg
0A No.802/90 uhich was allewed by judgnent dated
2355:94 on the ground that the requi rements

of Rule 8(a) and Rule 10 pelhi pPolice ( P &A)l

Rules were not satisfied, Respondents yere directed
to reinstate epplicant and pass a ‘f’resh penal ty
order other than dismissal/removal in acoo rdance

with 1 aygd

3. . -Against that o’rder, respondents filed
SLP N0,12208/95 in the Hon'ble Supreme Oourt

who upheld the Tribunal's decision vide ju dgment
dated 12,585, poplicant was therewpon reinstated
in service vide order dated 145’8595 and the
disciplinary avthority after giving hearing to the \
applicant on 6.9.95imposed the punistment of
forfeiture of S years! gpproved service for a
period of five years pem anently vide his order
dated 19.9.95 and absence period from 26,'10,87 to
18,8485 was ordered to be treated as not spent on

duty

4, Aggrieved by the aforesaid order gpplicant
filed an abpe_al; Disagreeiné wulth thé aforesaid
punishment order the Oisciplinary Authority acting
under Rule 25 l(1) (d) Delhi pPolice (P &n ) Rules

issued a notice to spplicent on 994,96 to show cause

why the punishment should not be enhanced to reduction
in rank from Head nstshle to onstable. fpplicant
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éubmitted his reply om 30,4.96 and after cons de ring
the same the mppellate authority by his detailed,

spesking and reasoned order dated 20.5:9 6 (Annexure-A) ‘
sat aside the Oisc1pl:lnay Authority ‘s order dated
1959595 and imposed the punishnantgreducgé g |
W in rank from Head Onstable to Dnstable |
for +eriod of 5 years which has been tpheld in

revision on 27.5497 ( mnnexure=8).

5e - The Piret ground taken is that the
impbgned sppellate and revision orders are bad
in law, mal afide and arbi trary, N6 malafides have
bsen alleged against either the eppellate or the r
revision authority in the body of the Op, and
no'thing has been shoun to suggest why they are bad
in lewe’ They are reasoned, spesking and de tailed
orders and cannot be said to be arbitrary. This

ground is rejecteds

6o The next ground taken is. that the
Disciplinary Authority®s order is illegal and

vague and violative of Rulesd The Disciplinary

Autho rity ¥s order dated 19.:9.,95 has besn set aside by
the zppellate authority and does not stando Hen cs this;

ground also has no merito

7. The next ground taken is that the gppell aote
authority's order is unreasonghle and shoys non=
application of mindd A'Hlere.perusal of thae szme .

makes. it clear that this contention is baseless.

8s The next ground taken is that while ordsring
reduction in rank the Disciplinary Authority shoul d
heve mentioned that ® the officer concerhed is

unfit for aparticular rank." The appellate awtho rity

has clearly mentioned that spplicant in fact
A~
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(MRS, LAKSHII SWAMIN ATHAN )
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deserved to be di smissed, but‘hewever,ha was ordsring
reduction in rankd This is compliance of mleA10
Del hi Police (P&A) Rules and is fully in accordance
wlth the Hon'ble Stpreme Durt’s judgment dated

1275795 in sLp No.12208/95, Tis ground also failsd

9, The next ground taken is that the zppsellats
authority has not given reasons f’or- his ordsr. This

contention has al ready besn found to be baselessd

105 The contention that the punishment is excessi ys ’

1s also without merit, and in any case the Tribunal
cannot go inte the quantum of punishment vide Hon'ble
Stpreme Dourtls ruling in UOI Vs. Papmananda

AIR 1989 sc 1185,

114 Lastly it has been urged that the revisionary

~authority's order is biased and malafide, and is

again st natural justiee becauss at one stage he yas
the qapell;lte authority, ue note that zpplicant had
himself filed the revision petition ( mnexure-()
to the mmissiongr of Police who was the comp etant
authority and under the circunstance thers is no
illegality warranting our interfesrencefeven if that

authority was at one stage the spellate authorityg

12, The Op is diemissed in limined

{3
- MEMBER(D) VICE CHAIRmAN(a),

M ) ol 4 .
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