
ce^mi tribune b^ch
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if De can bar, 1999,
Neu Delhi, thl^ the 13th day o,
HON'BLEnR.S.R.AMGE.MCE CHaIWaNCa).
HON'BLEIIRS.- UKSml SUA|1INATHAN.nS1BER(3)

Prem Singh,
Injector No, 01/32»
Delhi police,

ft-II, 144, Secto? tf, Ftohinl,
Delhi -flSe

(By Rdwcatos Keg.S^Rajen )
tfaraus

pppli cani^

The State of Delhi, o«i < i^o
through the Oammi ssioner of Police,
Headquarters,

N90 Building,

Indraprasta Estate,
e wj « ,,». e Respon dents«?

Neu Delhi -2

(By Aduocates Ahil Singhal)
n porB(0 RflLi

HON *BL g W R. Se R. qPlG E. Mi ft?; CHfll fff aN( a)

(ppllcant tapugns the OlaciplinaO' Authority's
order dated 9.11.92 (APhaxore-Al) and (ppellate Authority!
order dated 8.8.94 (Annexure-A2).

2. nipllcant uaa pipceeded agalnit :d*arta.S.tally
on the oharge that on 3.1 2. 90, 'P"'®" ®'
IGI AlipPtt , as Inspector, uent to Teonlnal II of
that Aln>ort, in plain dothea, acoompanled oy tin

.afa knoifl to him for their dLaaraPcepassengers uho were Knoufi w
Immigration

from airlines as well a^counters. The p asseng ers wanted
to go by Lufthansa Flight No,L.H.761 bound for Fraok-
Furt on the authority of fo rged p as^o rt issued by

AFRR3 Dullandar in the nenesof flahinder Singh and
Gurtek Singh. During the course of verification of

trav/el documents of the p assengers in aFRFC Office,
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j  1 eft found uith the 50«pl leant-s Identity card uae el »
f  nut the ®pUoant elen, ulth ooth thedocunents but tne

n  oH «uay from the airlines counterp.apengere slipped ee/ on further
leasing behind ell the tresel cbe-ents.

aeh the sppllc^t use found presentenquiry and searcn, tne epp
l„the.,ertureLeft Ulng of I" J"
bought to aFRBD Office where he fcs^elleg*

>  chT-l Ahvas tal Slnghf bF3!0 thatadsltted before Shrl Shy am ^upurt
both the abose pessengered.lntendod to go
„ere .no^ to hl« end their travel d-cueents were ale-
foigad*

3. The EhgulW Officer In his findings held the
charge against ^pllcant aspwwed and a topf of the
sere was fun-lahed to hln to sutalt his r^ rss^tatlon.
lt,on receipt of ^pllcsBt-s r* resentaUon, the
Meclpllnary Autl^rlty by inpugned order dated 9,11.92toposed penalty of reduction in r^Kfrcn the post

0fln:,pector to that of Sub-Inspecto r fo r a period o
five years. The ^plicant who had been under su^enslon

uas roinstated in servicefolio-jing the above incident uas

uith reduction in rank^'

4. The appellate ^thorlty vide order dated 8.^8.94
substituted the gfo resaid punishmant into withholding
of tuo future in craments fo r a p ario d of tuo years
with perm ah ant effect#

s  UB have heard *pllcent's tounsel Shrl KBS
i-ft(in<«nl shri (V^il Sing haleRajan and respondents' counsel bnr^

1

6.
The naln ground tsksn by Shrl Rsjan Is that
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shrl Y.S.Oad.al. SIG. uN, ai^nad tha Impugned order
deled 9.11.92 aa Addl.= CP uaa not holding the aforeaald:
peat on that date ̂ d h^ce he could not haue i^poaed
the aforeaald penalty . In thla »nnectlon he railed
upon reapondanta' order dated 16.'12»'92 promoting
shrl Oadual to the r^k of MG aa Addl. C P(Oparatlon)

contended that prior to that date I. a. 16.112.92
Shrl Oadual MG had no authority to laaue auch an
order. On the other hand, Shrl Slnghal has Inalted
our attention to the reroondenta- order dated 4.17,92
rellaalng Shrl Oadual, OC P to t ake oaar on t ranafer as
«d<fl.' CP. Shrl Slnghal statod that pursuant to aforeaald
order, ^rl Oadual took oaer as Addl. CP and he signed
the aforesaid Impugned order dated 9.11.'92 and the
aene could not be aald to be leek of rompetanoe. He
railed upon Section 136 Delhi Police Act and Rule 9 of
Delhi Police (General OJndltlons of Services) Rules.

In the light of the afo resaid 1 eQel ptovisiona

relied upon by Shri Singhal, we are unable to hold that
Shri Oadual uas not competent to issue the aforesaid
impugned order dated 9/11.92. and other grounds taKen
in the pleadings also do not warrant any interference in
the matter/ The Oft is therefore dlgnissed. No costs.

( MRS. LAKSmi SUAMINaTHaN )
nEnBER(o )
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( S.RAftblGE;/)
yiCE CHAlfWAN(A)


