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IN THE CENTRAL ADMITASERATIVE TRIBUNAL
PRIN GQIPAL BEN CH

fe. ¢.%

Cashe N 0iil51/1990 Date of decisioNesses

|

Hon'ble Shri S.R. adige, Memke r{4)
am',ble Smt. Lakshmi Swaminathan, Membe r(J

Shri kloshan I.al

jay Parfi, Maugpurg Shahd ara,de lhi

!

oeo dplicant
(8y ;#?dvs:n:a'té SheheSe Grewal)

V/s

17 Lty Govemor of Delhi through Ghisf
&eczetary
Delhi rdrm., delhi

2y Commissiorner of Police, Delhi
De’h:. Police He adquart@rs, #S0 Bldg,
.P.Sstate, My Lelhi

3. #ddl, Commissioner of Police (MR}
DelhiPolice He ad 8uarte IS,
MSO Building, I.Ps .ﬁstate New Delhi
4, fddl, Jeputy Commissiorer of Police

North District mear Police Statio Givil L:.n- s,
Alipur Rox, Jelhl

eee Besponients
(By Advoc ate ShiVinay Sabharwal )

JUDGME NT

(IRlivered by Shri S.Ra #dige, Member (4)}

In ﬁhis aoplic ation, Shri Foshan Lal,
&SI, Uelhi Police has impugned the order dated l8.‘~52.19é8
{onn;i) inposing the punishment of forfeiture of ‘tvso ye ars
q;p;ﬁoyed' s rvice pennamntl-y}entailing reduction in pay
from & 1350/=PM to R L320/-F .M., which has beeﬁ upteld by

the Appallate order dated 8.8.88{4nn.F} ard in 'mv.i..sion

vide orger dated 642, 1989{an.G)
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2  ShigBly stated, gt the pplicant was procee d¢ed

_ Lis A
against departme nbally for; @ leged misconduct on the

charge that te purchased a plot of land me asuring

\10615 ye ards of Khasra No,16 ,Vijaya Park, Shahd ara

for & 39,000/= without obtaining prior pe rmi ssion/

* information from the competent athorities, which was

in viclastion of rule 18 of the CCS(Comiuct Rules), 1964,

The Bngquizy Officer submitted his findings on 4121987

‘holding the spplicant was guilty of the charge s .

Accepting these findings the Di sciplinary Authority

imposed the above mentioned penalty which has been upheld

in sppeal and revisions

3,  The only ground urged by applic antlxoounsel Shri G re wal

is that the attested copy of the complaint on the basis

of vhich D&« was ordered, amd copies of the statement s

. of witresss recorded during the preliminary enquiry

were not supplied to him, _which vitiated the

dep artment al procecdingsa

4, Shri Vinay "Ssbharwal for the respondents has produced
for our insection the office file dealing with.

departmental enquiry against the applicant. It sppears

that a quarrel deweloped Qw.'.ﬁ'the land in question and
the matter was-reported to thle"Yamuna Puri,Policé Station.
If. was then that it came \'l;'o light that the applicant
ha purchased the plot in question wihout giving arny

information/seeking pe mission of the competent
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authorities as req uired oxder rules, and it was on
that basis that ®partmental proceedings were

initiatediy

Z¢ The respordents hawe pointed out that the

Depttl Enquiry was not oxdered on the basis of any
rey 7

complaint; ,was any preliminary ingquiry comducted in

this case, and hence the supply of st atements

of witnesses does not arlise, On perusal of the

Depsrtmental enquipy file, prima facie v ==e o

reason to disagree with these awernments made by
the re pondents. No other ground was pressed

by gplicants counsel Shri Grewal, during he aringsw

o=}

e gppears to be no infirmity in the conduct of
the dpartmental proceedings and under the
circumstances, we e no reason to interfere with the

impugred order. This application is accordingly

dismissed. No costsy

/ W{’é./@,_,wlré,« % thdj.

(Lakshm Swami nathan) ‘ (S.Re adi e)
Membe r(J) Membe r{A)



