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Maw Nelhig this the K37 day of Sep tember,
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O TBLE M e Ge Re ADIGE, VICE CHATARAN (n)e

HON YBLE MRKULDIP SINGH mameER(I) .
sharam Pal s/o Hamphool singh,
rfe Willagse & P JL 481 jrol ,

P.5.Baraut,
mstteMaerut, P,

2, Shisham P=l s/o shri 2emdhol  sinah,

2/o Village Shahjadi Pel.5M0r0, e li carts
i i . 1 s e uss TI0LE oanne
M stteMuzaffar Nagar, . oo e

{8y adwcatea: shri Shyam Aabu )

Je rsus

fommiseioner of Police, Delbi,

ihi Police Hoadguartars,
MT}Q, Bldgt I.p.E&‘viate,

Hew Delhie

2. Addl.Oommissioner of Folica,

Northem Rangs,

nelhi police Headquarters,
mal Bldge I.P.Estate,
Noy Nelhie

3. Deputy Commissioner of rolice,
North 'pst District, P.S.nshok VWihar,
Del ki cess Moopondants,

{By adwecate: shri mil singhal proxy for Shri socg
gagaide
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applicants impugn the Disciplinayy AuUThO =i

orHar dated 28e6, 93 (Annexure=al) dismissing then

ok

Plg vy Wil

¢

from service and the appellsie order dated i

4 5 o
\Qnﬂ?gxur’e-a-"/ a) rejecting the app pale Thay pray

for reinstatsment,

2. Applicents were pioceeded against dapsotman

on theground that although applicant Nool was dep!

oy
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for night patrolling duty uwith whicle on ths
night of 23/24,8,9, neither he nor the wehicle

could be foundy, but later applicent Noel togsthar
with applicant Noe2 were found in 2 house of ille

repute on GeBeoad in plain slothes, and hoth uwers

smelling of alchohal.

3e The Inguiry Officer

{rnexu re- a4) held tha charage

to be prrowd, after rejecting

H B

chay had gons to that house to apprehend a notorisus

fter herring about his prese
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Tha Disciplinary Auths ri,tyi's SJrdar
= oopy of the Inquiry Officer®s finding was
fumished to applicants
fpplicant Noesq submitted his represeriztion. ot
werg called for parsonal haaring, bub only spplicers
Noe2 availed of the opportunity, Tharasfier

ajreaing with the Inquiry OFFficer f:
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28,5, 93 dianieced the applicants from service, whic it

was whald in sppeal vide impugned orcder datad 13,5 °

4. The only ground advanced by Shrel Shyam Babo
is that thsre were seuspal aspects Lo the charge and
that the Inquiry 0fficer hed not raco rded his
specific and rsasoned findings to aach 2epaut,

sspacially the one regarding the consup tion of Iique s,

but the Disciplinam nuthority had held anpli cants
quilty of the consunption of lin IGUG T 3180,
S The gravanen of the sha o rge against spplicents

Pl

1s that they wsre found in a house of P11 - pmeou

in plain czlothes on the night of 23/24,8,% whgn

zppli
pplicant NoWi uas F‘Xper*tad t0 be on dubty uith vahi nl a
ek DL B
///
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forlicants do not deny that they usre i Ehes Pouss
of 111 reputa on that particwlar nighte Their only

defance is that they had gone to spprenend 2 dacs it

Pl

heray, but that defence has been dishalisuad by

Ul shed

the respondents and no materi«ls haus bDeown
to us to hold that their conclusions usre illengsl

Gr arbitrarYs 8s pointed out hy the Inquiry OFfFicar

in his report, if indead apclicants had recsived

infomation of the prasehce of 2 daccilt in that

should hewve left the P,S, only with prior nemission,

It is therefore clear that this Aeen o

had no leas to stand on, Under the of poumstan og
gven 1f there was no specifie fin ding &8s to ushathe
applicants had sonsunad liguor or not, the Faot Lhat
they were found in a house of i1l ropute, without

900d re=as0n, is iteelf sufficiant o .-

cenalty of diesmissal thet hos Dagn inTléciad won
theme In this background the ruling in anil Kumasp
¥se Prasiding Officer, aIR 1985 =0 1129 cited 2y

Shri Shyam Bahu is of no astistance to aoplicontay

£ The D.a., therafore warprant
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