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CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL
Principal Bengh, Mew Delhi.

g.A. Ne,225/89

New Delhi, This the 16th Day ef February 1994,

Heon'ble Shri C.J. Rey, lMembar{J)

Hen'ble Shri P.T. Thiruvenoasam, Member (A)

Te - Shri Ram Pal Singh
5/ Shri Gekul Singh .
r/e C/s P,S Gandhi Nagar
Barrack Me,2, Delhi
(Hea¥ Censtabls Ne.523/PCR)
Old Ne.,ASI Ne.70/N)

..Applicant

By Nene
Veraus

1. Csmmissicner &f Pelics

Pelice Hegasdguarters
New Dalhi - 110002.

2. Deputy Cemmissiener of Pelicas
East Oistrict, Dmslhi,

3. Delhi Administratisn
Threugh ths Hume Secretary
Dalhi Administratien, Delhi.

4. Unien ef India
Threugh the Lt.Gevarnuor/
Administratisn, Unien
.Teritory sf Delhi, Delhi,
. .Respundents

By Advscate Shri DO.N. Trisal

O R DE R(Oral)

Hen'bles Shri C.J. Rey, Membar(J)

1. The applicant ASI ef Pelice werking with the
respondent filed this (A challenging the dmpugned ersers
Annexure I, Annexure =2 and Annexurs -3 i;e. the‘Punishmant
erd=r, the Appsllate Order and the Revisu Order respectively
claiming ccnsequential benéfits. The applicant allegas

that he was implicated en false and basslass case and
chargesheet was issued ts him en basasless charges. The
applicant attaches Annasure A-4, the cemmendaticn c&rtificaéa
given te him, A~5 summary ef allegatiens, A-6 écpy éf lfst

af uitnwsses bafere the Enqdiry efficer, A-8 capy of chargc 

frameed and his reply at A9,
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2.  After helding enguiry, the enguiry fficer filed
his repert and a2 shau cause notice was given ts the

applicant by the Dsputy Cemmissiener ef Police, Lest

District fer lwhich the applicant filed a reply alss.

ABfter fhat the D=puty Cemmissicner af Palice passed the
impugnee€ crder of reductien in rank frem the pest ef

£.S.I to that ef the Hsad Csnstable vide his srder

dated 17.11.86, cepy of which is plaged 2t Annexure -3.
Against this erder, the applicant filed ancther agpeal

tas ths Aéditicnél Cemmissicnsr sf Pelice, Delhi Range

vide Annexure f2.‘ The applicant alse filed a ravieu
petitien an 28.9.87 ts the Cemmissicner ef Palice ane

it was rejected by the Cemmissioner ef Police vide
Annexure A-1, The respandents have filed @ caunter
stating that while he uas paét:d at Pelice Statien
Gan#ghi &agar he teek receurse te uariaﬁs tactics te

harass cartain peegple with malafide intentien during

the investigatimn of case FIR Ng.472 dafed.16.12,82

under sectien 380 IPC Pclice Statien, Ganghi Nagar,
Delhi. It was alsg allsged that the applicant arrested
one accused en 2,3,1983 and get a cempramise Qeﬁe ce
.Séttle ths mattser batucquairtias. Finally he arrested
‘the accusesd Shri Daulat Ram but ne stolon preperty uwas \
regeverad 2t his instance and in the precess the applicant'
has demanded Rs. 1000 frem the accused'party and finally
accepted Rs.500 as illegal gratificatien. -
3. Therefgre @ Depsrtmental Enquiry under Sectiecn 21 ef
Delhi Police Act 1976 was initiated against him. We have
seen the deﬁartmental enguiry fils,
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4. The short peint fur censideratien is ébi% the
applicant is entitlad fer the relief claimed by him

as menticsned supra. It is admitted by thé applicant himself
that all documents are given ts him and thz2t he has
participated in the Lnquiry. On the sreder sheat ef the
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Departmental enquriy file on varieus dates severall§teps

ey

have be aken ip 2-~cpn von gl .
en taken in Zzcordance with law 2nd ithe -

signaturé sf the applicant wa . e s .
~ e pplicant was ebﬁalned, Shri Bhim Singh-
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was appeinted as Enquiry Offiecer and the sharges that wers ‘|
framed againat him is repredused bslesu:-~ S %
."It is allaged egaingt ASI Rampal Singh Ne,BO/N that
while investigating euss FIR Ne.472 datsd 16,12.82 |
unier ssetien 380 IPC P,S. Gandhi Nagar, Delhi, he

tesk regeurse te varisus taetise te harass S5/Sh ,

Daulat Ram r/e Villags Dhikeli, Distt, Mserat, i}

U.P. and Harsharan Singh r/e Murad Nagar, Distt, ﬁ

Gaziabad, U.P.(beth named in the FIR) with malafide |

intsentisns. He visited their residengss in U.P., |

a saupls ef timss befers effesting the ir astual g

arrests sn 2,3,85 and 19,4.83 respestivaly but did

net sendust ths heuse searsh. Similarly, hs jeined !

them in the investigatisn time and again fer days
tsgsther yst he neither effseted their arrests ner .|
abselved them ef the sharge pressurise them te make |
a sempremiss with Sh, Khazan Singh, thesemplainant |
of the sass. On 9.1.83 he astually gst effasted
. & written sempremise at the residsnegs sf Shri )

" Khazan Singh in the pressnss ef witnessss fer Rs.6000/-
whish were ts bs paid te Shri Khazan Singhk by ths N
allsged party. He alse demanded Rs.5000/- te help |
them in the matter and threatmed fer dire senassquences
in gass his demand was net acsspted, ¥

. ‘When ASI Rampal Singh realised that the demand ef %
" mensy will net be met, he arrestsd Shri Daulat Ram |
en 2.3,83 and senducted. ssarsh ef his heuss in §
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Village Dhakali, ®n 4,3,83 en the basis ef tus falss
" genfessisnal statements ef Shri Daulat Ram reserded
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. By him. Hewevarsnet a singls item ef allaged stelen’

- preperty was regevared. ASI Rampal Singh then |

~ - sxpressed his desired te take Shri Bualat Ram ts g
" his ‘in-laws en thes pretext ef s earshing Harsharan i
- §ingh, the ether scsused and ths stslen prepsrty. i
When requestsd net te humilats them in that mannsr b
" e put ferward his demand fer Rs,.1000/- and finally

 asgepted Rs3.500/- as illeeal gratifisatien.
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The abevs tastiss ef harassments and intentisnal |
. emissien and semmissisn during the disshargs ef it
of figial fungtien with malafide intsntisns en the i
.part of ASI Rampal Singh Ne.B80JN ameunts te grave i
. missendust and unbsseming ef a pelise effiser. .ot
' He has alse failsd te maintain abseluts intsgrity ;
- and thus he has rendersd himsslf liabls te be

» .
- dsalt with u/s 21 ef the Delhi Pelies Ast, 1978." ;

‘&, 'The enly sreund en whish t he applisant shallsnges

" the departmental presssdings is that tha'prosocutiln_uitncsao
rérl idtér'stod_and their ;uidunc. sheuld net be belisvad |
4 Thar; i§ ne brosumbtian that the ﬁr-scumtian ;itnosscs spoak.%
falsahesd, The respendents have taken a srsund in the

countarlthat the applisant has alse gress-sxamined thi
progocutian witnesses., In departmental ﬁrooaedings the
'propondifonc- ef prsbahilit%'s ars suffieisnt. But in a %
o;imiqalncaso, the eass sheuls be ;rfvnd beyend ; reasenable ?
douht;' Sinao it is a dapartmintal pressedings we held that i
s | /-
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pr.pondcr-nol%;robabiliti-s ars suffisisnt and -the

praaocdtion witness seuld be balisved if thers are suffigient

fécts and cirgumstaness serreberating thsir svidense. Us
havs perused the reserds ani.the depar tmental preesedings,
That spart we san net sall all the presseutisn witnesses

" as intcroitqd witnesses. Ths Department has alrsady taken
a laniQnt visw and we de net prepess ts intorof,ro in the
ﬁﬁttor;. We fesl that the applijﬂﬂp:had net made eut any
cass and the eass is dismissed as devsid of merits,

Ne sasts, o -
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(P.T. THIRUVENGADAM) . (C.3. ROY)
Member(A) Member (3)
LCP
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