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central acpiinistrative tribunal principal bench

NEU DELHI,

0 . A,No,7 64/9B
A

New Delhi: this the day of *^ril,1998.

HON ' BL E n R. S. R. A 01GE, W CC GHaI Ffl AN ( a) •-
HON'BLEPIRS, LaKSHI»1I SUAPIIN aTHaN,. n EnBER(3)

Shri Dal ip Singh,
R^o Village Fair Alipur,

P ,0 ,N amatil, Olstt.PlohindergarB, ^
Haryana Applicant#
(By Advocate: Wrs, Sumadha Shatma )

Vfe rsua

1« L t. Go ve mo r,
throogh Chief Secretary,
Delhi Adnin, Delhi,

V.

2. Oamraissioner of Police,
police Headquarter, I ID,
(*IS0 Building,
I ,P,Estate,
N e u Dal hi

. ^ I

3. Sr, Addl, Gomroi ssioner o f Police,
(PP & T ), Police Headquarter,
ITD, nsD Building,
I op oEstaLe,
Neu Del hi

4. Cy, Ooramissioner of police,
Xth Bn. DAP,
Kingsuay Cerap,
Neu Police Lines,
Delhi, , o 0 o 0 Respondents^

3U OGWEN T

BY HDN'BLf- |»lR.So^R..AOlGE VICE CHAlRnANfA^

Applicant impugns respondents' orders

dated 19,9,95 ( Annex urea E)j 20,5,96 ( Annexure-A)?
and 27,5,97 ( Annexure^B) ,

2o Applicant was proceeded against

dsp artmentally for unauthorised absence from duty
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and was dismissed from serwice vide order dated

26o'10o87, which order was upheld in appeal

vide order dated 14o2oB8. He approached CAT PB vide

0A No,802/90 which was allowed by judgment dated

233o'S4 on the ground that the requirements

of ftole 8(a) and ftde 10 Delhi Police ( p 4a)

Rules were not satisfiedi' Respondents were directed

to reinstate applicant and pass a fresh penalty

order other than dismi ssd/remo val in accordance

with 1 awo''

Against that order, respondents filed

SLP NOo 12208/95 in the Hon'ble Supreme Court

who upheld the Tribunal^ decision vide judgment

dated 12o'5|g5, Applicant was thereupon reinstated
in service vide order dated 14,8o^95 and the

disciplinary authority after giving hearing to the

applicant on 6o9o'95imposed the punishment of

forfeiture of 5 years* approved service for a

v\ period of five years permanently vide his order

dated 19,9.95 and ahsence period from 26,'10,87 to

18,8,;^5 was ordered to be treated as not spent on

duty,^

Aggrieved by the afo resai d o rde r epplicant

filed ̂  eppeal. Disagreeing with the aforesaid

punishment order the Disciplinary Authority acting
under ftjle 25 (1) (d) Delhi Police (p 4 A ) F^iles

issued a notice to applicant on 9i?4,9 6 to show cause

why the punishment should not be enhanced to reduction

in rank from Head Cbnstable to Cbn stable. Applicant

yi-.
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submitted his reply on 30.4o9 6 and after consVd^ring
the sane the appellate authority by his detailed,

speaking and reasoned o rdep dated 20o'5o^6 (Annexure-

set aside the OisGiplinay Authority ®s order dated

ISo'SoSS and imposed the punisNnent ̂  reducfe*3Tiofi
-1

^  *
W^rot.in rank from Head Qonstable to Oanstable

for ^Ieriod of 5 years which has been upheld in
revision on 27o^5i%7 ( Annexare:>B).

5«» The first ground taken is that the

impugned appellate and revision orders are bad

in law, m al af i de and arbitrary»' No malafides have

been alleged against either the sppellate or the

revision authority in the body of the G A.» and

nothing has been shown to suggest why they are bad

in leuo' They are reasoned, speaking and detailed

orders and cannot be said to be arbitraryo This

ground is rejected^

fio The next groimd taken is that the

\  Disciplinary Authority's order is illegal and

Vague and violative of Rulesf The DLsciplinaiy

Authority's order dated 19«9o95 has been set aside by

the sppellete authority and dbes not stando' Hence this

ground also has no merit#

The next ground taken is that the appellate

authority's order is unreasonable and shows non=»

application of mind« A mere perusal of the same

makes it clear that this contention is baselesSo

The next ground taken is that while ordering

reduction in rank the Disciplinary Authority should

have mentioned that «» the officer concerned is

unfit for a particular rank," The appellate authority

has clearly mentioned that applicant in fact
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desaruBd to bs didnlsssd, but hoasver hs aaa o r^ng
redaction in ranki' This is oompllanco of Rule 10
OBlhi Police (PS,) a,iss andia fully in accordance
with the Hcn'ble Suprasa Oaurt's jutfenant dated
12.<S.^9S in SLP No.i2208/95. This g„cnd also fsile^

9. The next ground taken is that the appellate
authority has not gi »en reasons for his order. This
contention has alreatf been found to be baselessii

10.' The contention that the punishnent is excessive .
la also uithout nerit, end in any case the Tribunal
cannot go into the quentus of punishment vide Hon'ble
supreme tourt's ruling in UDI Vs. Pemananda

AIR 1989 SC 118 5.

11.' Lastly it has been urged that the reviaionaiy
autheritys order la biased andnelefide. end is
against natural justice because at one stage he ues
the eepellUe authority. ye note that- applicant had
himself filed the revision petition ( winexura-c)
to the ttmrnisslonerof Police uho ues the competent
authority end under the drcunstence there is no
illegality uerranting cur InterfaranceSlevfn if that
authority yes at ohe stage the qipellate authority,1

12. The 0, is dianissed in limineii

(fIRS. LflKsmi SUdfllNATHAill ) (
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