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New Delhi, this 29thday of June, 19939

Hon’ble Shri Justice V. Rajagopala Reddy, YC(J4)
Hom’b]e Shri S5.P. Biswas, Member(A)

Harish C handcr Yati- ‘ .

C-13, P.S. Paharganj

New Delhi .. Applicant

Gupta, Advocate)
Versus

1. Commissioner of Police
Polis Hgrs., MSC Building, New Delhi

2. Shri Y.s. Dadwa1‘ .
Addl. CP/ New Delhi’ Range
MSC Building, New Delhi

3. Shri 5,B.K. §
DCP/North Eas
Delhi

4. Shri Parveen Ranjan
Frincipal PTS, Jaroda Kalan, Delhi

5. Shri B.K. Mishra

ACPR/P.G.Cel] .

Chaula Kuan, New Delhi .« Respondents
{(By Shri Jog Singh, through proxy Shri
advocats)

ORDER

Hon’'ble Shri S.P. Biswas

Applicant, a Sub-Inspsctor of Delhi Police,
challenges Annexure A, B and C orders dated
21.11.87, 28.11.97 and 22.12.97 respsctively., By

A, applicant stands transferred from New
By Annexure
B, applicant has been placed under suspension but

with retrospective effect Trom 10.10.94 and by

Annexure C, a regular deparumenta1 ‘@nquiry has baen
ordered to be conducted against the applicant.

seeks to guash all three
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2. App?icant seeks to challenge the order of
departmenta1' enquiry on the hasis that the alleged
act of misconduct was committed by him in June,
1997 wherg§§> disciplinary action has been taken

five months. initiation of action

-4

w

after a lapse O
in the manner resorted to herein is against the
stipulations under section 42 of Police Act and it

inst the law laid down by the apex court

(]

"
aiso

jO)

]

[43]
2]

i
in the case of Pritam Singh Vs. state of Haryana
1871(3) SCC 871. [In Pritam Singh’s case, the apex
court was examining the case of a constable 1in
Police Force of Haryana State where under section
42 of the Act, prosecution should have been
commenced against the appellant therein within
three months of the commission of the act
complained of. Prosecution that commenced against
the appellent therein was held to be barred by

1imitation under the said act.

3, Applicant alleges that he had to face the wrath
of R-2 in that he had filed FIé under Section
51.1(&). of the Wild Life Protection Act at the
Police Station, Tilak Nagar, New Delhi. It was

because of .the allegad i1legalities committed by

—

him that he. was immediately ordered by R-2 to

_report for duty at a different Police Station at

Seemapuri. The said verbal order is illegal as per

the applicant since it was not based on any formal

[
)

communication other words, applicant was asked

only informally by R-2 to report for duty to Police
Station, Seemapur i which falls  under the
jurisdiction of North cast District. The applicant
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the applicant has any valid plea 1ike respondents’
alleged illegality in issuing the order of

_suspension with retrospective date, that could be

departrmental
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brought up Jegally in cour

a valid ground

proceedings. But that would not be
£or the Tribunal to interfere at the threshold of
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he proceedings.

3. In the background of the detailed discussions
aforesaijd, the OA deserves to be dismissed and we
do so accordingly. There shall be no order as to

Behyoprdordh

(V.Rajagopala Reddy)
Vice-Chairman{(J)
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