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"SrtScWAI: RRHCH: sew DEa»i
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New Delhi this the 22nd day of July,
^. .... .r i:ia1agopala Reddy, Vl.ce-ChsirmaTi ;

Hothble hr. Member (A-
liorfhloi fN R.- » enco^d.

rbri S.K. Dhatnagar.
Trvw-'S..r'tor Delhi Polxce,. Flats,

Plat HO. /52-C, ''-J--/'
Rajouri Daraen, aew =-e.ilii.

(Ry tdpoeate: Hone)
Per.aus

1. The CorTTOission.wir
N.S.C, Building, I .t.
h O D Q1.h 1 —i »

Phf. ".ddl. corornissionor of/?N.o:'"Buildirig, I,P. Estate, Neo oe.xae

. , .Aytplicant

3. The ?,R.R.0./t5y. Comndssioner of Police,
Hans Bhavan, Nesr Delhx. , . .

Cuv Aawcate: Shri Anil Singhai
•pi-oxv for Shri Anoop Bagaao

ORDDR (Oral)

3V Hon'bie sr. R.K. .natsaio
-.he applicant «s issued a shce cause notice

. .I'od ".9.E2 by the Deputy Commissicnei: '-u m jUc<
.u.>e~i4. .!,..•!...i 1 ,c. •f»'ic^hBG as mi*

minor penalty on the allegataon tt.ctu
. -m ^ V-. v-(r^Vtt:ay° c^i"'to

TilaK riaqar he failed to tasiht

cuetoay of seised property deposited in the ualbhana, tnasouc ^
.a a scooter dep:.sited In the t-alXharui V.ad bs-n sco.os. o.

. mod hlB ronlv and after con.sldecirnsomebody. The aaplrcant filed Uao ..o...
a.3^.- -bS". h..,:.ri»H-v O.b CmiSUjU

the same the impugned order awci-ccauy -..o.

,,^3 oassea by the Deputy CoMtissloher of Foiice (Fob) on
10,2.93. The applicant thereafter filed an appeal .,d,ich

remeted by the order of Assistant Coim(i,em,mc)u

Pated ). 11.93. h revision petition filed •:« 29.1.91 oas olb
rejected as time barred by the Contti ssioner of Pci ice.

()'t-



The applicant snortixts .-«,t
if «

-'t: T-isiihi Police "Dap a.nc «.

ion. prograrr,.a «a., chalKea out. 1-
..P0,ne..nt o. spaoo tno ..tlelea -..o
outpian. HO furthar subr^lts that appixo.-.. oo-.— ^
,.3,a to ohoch the halKhana articles, oo^eoer. as no see.atln, «. arranpe.ents .se loUoe tap .t -as

"• a..,. Pie siiismxts
fine for him to heep a regu.as .no—. -not pc!ssib.ie tPor ^ ^ ^

t-o- nr-oPoot- tpe items nae <onat th, constable who was to pi ot ^
. , . anotbar qronna tsVen by him lo

uunished separate.ix- - • ^
- •'•• t nn-ie^rpnal Confna.sSPP'Xtcoh

.1 "•o-oc- nf tne scootsr cuP: i.w -that after the i.os& Oi. t.ie ^ ^

„o police had also Osued a show cauBo nchjoo to nxm a...,
yLI-afooe, the POP could not Issue the second Impuyhco sneo
oause piotics.

3. ,He matter came up for heorlnc none appeared
1,0, this is an old case yendinn since

for p'ie a.ppj-ica.nw» vn a...

1994 we are dispcslng it off on merits in acccraacoir. vo.,.-
Pbe CAT (Procedure) Rules 1987 after going through^tr«

a ^ ViTVS shfu learned counsel, tcip C'-'ipleadings on record and nt:.ai-cr,.,.

regvindcnts*

4. on perusal of the explanation caiioo oy .-e
r.adS.Aonal Commussioner of Police we fini that It .as

,,, ,ay a show cause notice under the Pes.hS iwd l.cs
lOpn. The ChTrriu-nlr-atico(FunishiTuhnt d mppeci.i,^ ku.iv«4 iw—

rrom the AQditional Commissicner of . ..
4.,., „ oPir.p,.wt as hi viivb atsclpliTW.rh

pv ccplax^ation from tee c^T:.)x.hCa .c t
,, Vv... •fihitxiitafl aaainst -'O-m. '.hieseproc-iedings sliould not hJCi-o. ---x ...

. T J „ d 4_ C 'oi-din ' -ly the C'lTQSj '• i-'l*.
pj-ceaedings were actual.i-Y j.ru„ u...,a. .o,..-

. ewi: noliae, '0X0-003100 a yenaltv s£ s„«e-.c-..v,.
n-\t^ Oomnixssx^neix ui.x-.v .i,

.7, lacsc nf •tirindlct.ior. b'v fixe TCP to —
There was titis no la._ih. ..-..i. -it.

^ -le-fT -- V..-a t'ash (Si.SlsliCAnt.
bht^ s the d.isciplinary case agao.oo. t

ph
hu

Ariese'i'"'



5, "n so far as the explanation of the a./olicant

that he -as busy ici.th the Delhi Police Day is concerned.
i/r

it is a n-atter in t,)hiGh the Tribunal, earnest go. Suffioa to

sav that tiie applicant being the SI-Fi was responsiole for tow

secnxity of the Police Station as well as articles stcwea it

rt::h.vhari3. hdrnittedly, a Scooter depcsltec in the hallohana

was stolen. Therefore^ it cannot be said tiial. tVeare was no

basis £01: tlj.e conelusiori against the applicant. te,jt pe was

1aching in supervision wiich .resulted in the ioss of art,:ic.ie

froni palhhana,

6. Tlie applicant also states ti\at bis revisic.n petition

h^ould have been properly considered by tlio Como.issiQrier c-r

iojlice as had been done in many similar caoos. V;e find tear

the revicicn petition filed by the applicant, was rejected as

i-- had l)ee.n filed a£t€3r the prescribed time a.ui the applicant

tfas also informed accordingly.

*7, Hi view of the above discussion.^, finding nc merut ^

"feio Ch is dismissed, ho costs.

" iiiVv|vb .... p,fp
pior.. '^iiShhja) (V. RhJoGthhdi.n FriDDD'

.,-h£iil>ar {ii) V:Lce--'CbairiTian gj;




