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Central Administrative Tribupal, Principal Benmch

- QOriginsl_Application. No,765 of 1228
M yew Delhi, this the 10th day of August,z000

Hon ble Mr.Kuldip. Singh, Meamber (J)
H@n;ble Mrs.Shanta Sha ;try.Hember@A)
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R/c 24-C,Palic o
Model.Jown,Delhi .. .. __ .. . v Applicamts
(By Advocate — Shri S5.K.Gupta)
Ver sus
-
1.Govt, of N.C.T. of Delhi, through
L Chief Secretary, L
B ( 5, Sham Nath Marg
JPelniy o
Y
. ~Z:S“1E§51‘CumTissiunei of Police
(4P & T
PFolice Headouariers
P
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. «3h0@wut?'ﬁﬁﬁmfssiﬂner of Folice
I1Ird Battalion: DAL,
PBolhi .
e dUSHTL A Jun Singh, ALCLPL (ADT)
. Enquiry Officer
- ITTrd Battalion: DLALP {
Delhi ' - Respondents
(By Advocate - Shril Anil Singal,proxy for Ms.Jasmine
[ Ahmed) ‘
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' By Hon hle Mr.Kuldip Singh.Meamberdd)
Y In  thiz case, both he applicants had been

’ . h
proceeded against departmentally on th&r allegatien

that an  under-trial Jagoo, who was under thelr
supervision slongwith  two other constables, had
from thelr custooy Both the applicanis were

punishment of forfelture of one vyaalr 3

service permanently for & perlod of  five




during.this period. A common enguiry was conducted in
the - case. of " applicants hereln alongwith other two
copstables,  pamely, Shri Ram Singh and Shri. Ravinder
Kumar .. who- were also on duty  azlongwith applicants
baf@ge‘wus.on the date on which the under-trial Jagoo

escaped from the hospital. The disciplinary authority

constables S/Shri Ram Singh and Ravinder Kugamox
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we .. .. During the course of arguments, learned
counsel for  the applicants submitted that since  the
duty of the applicants in the present case, was of

Ypervisory nature | and  they
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on the uncer-trial person Jagoo, they
should have heen 1nfl ted dpon lesser punishment than
those two constables under  whose CUustody the

under—-trizl person Jagoo was.

N After going Lhrmu h the pleadings on record,
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S/8hril Ram Sing

- Ravinder.. _Kumar., who had faced . & common enquiry
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ongwith the applicants before us, had earlier been
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awarded th e punishment | of removal  from  zerwvice,
howaver,  in the revision order, :the department took a

dor.-the applicants has very fairly su

caze may be remanded back to the respondents for

Le-consideration of quantum of punishment.

4. Shrl  Anil Singzal,learned piroxy counsel  for
Jdespondents  has  also  bheen heard and when he was
confronted with the order passed hy revision

lepient view should rnot be taken in  the caze of
present | applice :t alszo who were not having physical

contrel over the under-trial person Jagoo.

remanding  back  to the respondents. Accordingly, e
quash  the impugned order dated 26.3.87 forfeiting onse
year s  approved service in respect of applicants  and

remand back this CaBE to respondents for
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re-consideraticn of guantum of punizhment. We g
the respondents to take action in this regard after

giving & personal hearing to the applicants and DEss &

reazoned,  speaking and detailed order within & poriod
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of three months from the date of receipt of & copy aof
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ARr s Shanta Shastry) (Kuldip Simgh)

Mezmber {(A) Member (J}




