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Central Administrative Tribunal
Pr i nc i pa i Bench

^  O.A. No. Q1I of 1996

New Delhi , dated this the 1st February, 2000
Hon'ble Mr. S.R. Adige, Vice Chairman (A)
Hon'ble Mrs. Lakshm, Swaminathan, Member (J1
Shri ShiV Raj Singh,
S/o Shri J.S. Yadav, ■ „S I . No./ 686 D, Upper Course Training,
P.T.S. , Jharoda Kalan, Appl icant
New DeIh i .

(None appeared)
Versus

1 . Lt . Governor of Delhi ,.
Raj Niwas, Civi l Lines,
DeIhi-110054.

2  The Commissioner of Pol ice,
Delhi Pol ice, Pol ice Headquarters,
I .P. Estate,
New DeIh i .

3. The Add I . Commissioner of PoI ice (Sout h. Range) ,
Pol ice Headquarters, I .P. Estate,
New DeIh i .

4  The Addl . Dy. Commissioner of Pol ice,
Delhi Pol ice, West District,Pol ice Headquarters, I .P. Estate, Respondents
Nev/ De I h i —1 1 0002 .

(By Advocate: Shri Raj inder Pandita)
nRDFR (Oral )

BV Hni-I'BIF MR S.R tniGE. "ir-F thairman (a).

Appl icant impugns the show cause notice dated
30.3.95 (Annexure A .1 , t he D i sc i p I i nary Authority's
order dated 16.6.95 (Annexure C) and the Appel late
.Authority's order dated 23 . 8 .95 (Annexure E) .

2. Appl icant was asked to show cause vide
impugned notice dated 30.3.95 as to why he should not
be censured for gross negl igence and direcl iction

f  khffirniai duties. consequent tothe discharge of official
/r



certain unauthorised encroachments found to have coma
the publ ic land and DDA Park in Nihaf V,.har.up I n

New Delhi

3, Appl icant submitted his representation
and after consideration of thesame/he same
rejected vide Impugned order dated 16.6.95
appl.canfs appeal was 1 ikeeise rejected by order
dated 23.8.95 against which the present O.A. has
been f i I©d.

4, Hone appeared for appl icant even on the

second cal l . Shri RajInder Pandita appeared for
respondents and has been heard.

5. The main ground taken by appl icant in the

O.A. is that he cannot be held responsible for
intentional and deI 1 berate wrong committed by Head
Constable Dharamblr Singh and Constable Vi tender
Singh who Wire responsible for al lowing the
encroachments to take place. Appl icant has contended

he has given clear directions to these two
pol ice officials to take appropriate steps to ensure
that I l legal encroachments were not al lowed to take
place, and hence there was no ques t , on of lack of

Kic nart He has alsosupervisory control on his P

contended that these encroachments were never brought
to h i s not i ce.



These contentions have no merit.

7  From appl icant's own contention it is
Suk)lr)TilnO-l^

Clear that his supervisory control over his -

unsatisfactory^and as a result of which his own

directions to them to take appropriate steps to

ensure that encroachments did not occur on the publ ic

land were disregarded.

T

3  No infirmi ty has been al leged in the

conduct of the proceedings to warrant any judicial
O A and under theinterference in the u.m.

circumstances, the punishment of censure cannot be

said to be unjustified. The O.A. is dismissed. No

COS t s.

(Mrs. Lakshmi Swamihathan)
Member (J)

Ad(S

V i ce Cha i rman (A)
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