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IN THE GENTRiC ^MIlSSmATIVS TBIBIW4C
PHIN GIP.^ BHN CH

fc. b -9h
0 .M Oiasi/1990 Date o f Cisio n.....

i%n*ble Shri S.H« Alige^

HomVble Smt. Lakshini Swaminathan, MemberCli)

Shri Ho Shan Lai

iVo V»529, Gali Jfe,'i6-A,
^3 ay Parkj Maujpur^ ^hahdara,i>eihi

^plicant

tey .iMvocate Sh»A«S» Gxewal)
r-

V/s

1? Lt»' Govemor of Delhi through Chiaf
Seci«? tary,
Delhi jAdran.j ^Ihi

2i»1 Oamniisaomr of Police, Delhi
Delhi Police Headquarters, MSO 31dg,
I.P JBst ate, V7 j^lhi

3.. Aidl» Gommissioner of Police(NR)
DelhiPolice He adquarta rs,
MSo Building, IHstate, w Delhi

4• .^dl» deputy Commissioner of Police
Iferth District near Police Statio Civil Lirsssj
iAlipur Delhi

... Bssponcients

(By Advocate Shii^Vinay Sabharwal )

J U D G M £ MT

(ifelivered b/ 5hrx S»R« .'/idige, ftfember Ca))

In this applic at^on, Shri Boshan Lai,

Delhi Police has impugr^d the order dated 18•ia# 1988

(AnniB) ifjposing the p^Mshn^nb of forfeiture of tvx3 years

^proved ^ rvice pe jmarently^ entailing leduction in psr/

from as 1350/-PM to Rs 132D/~P.M., v^ich has been upheld by

the Appftllate order dated 8»8.a8(Ann.F) and in revision

vide ord^r dated 6,2.l989(Ain*G)
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21 Sh^ly stated, the ^pUcauft was proceec^d
kn

against d&partmentally for/,alleged misconduct on the

charge that he purchased a plot of land asuring

106^ yeards of Kbasra No«x6 ,^6.jsiyfi Park, Shahdara

for fc 39,000/- without obtaining prior permission/
inforDiiCtion from the coiqpetent ajthoiities, vMch was

in tdolaUon of rule 18 of the CGSCOaixiuct Rules), 1964.

The Enquiry Officer submitted his findings on 4i12.1987

holding the ^plicant was guilty of the charge.

Accepting the^ findings the Dig:iplinary Authority

inposed the above nientiongd penalty ^ '̂hich has been upheld

in appeal and js^vision^

3, Tb2 only ground urged by applicanticounsel !3hii G sewal

is that the attested copy of the coiqplaint on the basis

of which 0^5 was ordered, ani copies of the statements

of v4.tnes^s recorded during the preliminary enquiry

vioie not supplied to him, vMich vitiated the

dep arttnent al p ro ce0:11 ng s ♦:

4, Shri Vingy S^harvval for the respondents has produced

for our infection the office ,fiie dealing i&L-fch

departmental enquiry against the applicant. It ^pears

that a quarrel developed over the lend in que.stion and

the mattfir was reported to the Yamuna Puri,Police Station*

It was then that it cane to light that the applicant

hrfi purchased the plot in question wthout giving ary

information/seeking permission of the conpetent
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»jthoxities «s rsq uired order rides , and it was on

that basis that cfepartmental proceedings v%ere

initiiated'^'

5v The respondents have pointed out that the

Depttl.Enquiry v^-as not ordered on the basis of any

conplaint; y^v/as any preliminary inquiry conducted in

this case, and hence the supply of statement;

of vAtnesses doe s not ari se , On perusal of the

Ifepartnentai enquiry file, prima facie see no

reason to disagree with the ss avernmsnts made by

the re^ondents* other ground v/as pres^d

by applicants counsel Shri Giewal, during hearing'i'i

Tte le .appears to be no infirmity in the conduct of

the departirental proceedings and under the

circumstances, viQ see no reason to intsr^ie mth

impugned orc^r* This application is accordingly

dismissed, costsv


