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IH TH£ CENTRAL AQ-^IMISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL

PRINCIPAL BENCH WEW OELHU

0«A, No ♦I 524/30

Nqu Dolhi, dated the Slat Aug,,1994

CORm

Ffan*blo ShriS.R. Mige, flamberCA^nistraUon)
Hon'ble Smfc.Lakshmi Suiaiiiinathan, Ws[n!3er,(3udicd3if)

Shri Kafil Ahmed,
R/d F-110, New Seemapuii, Shahdara,03lhi-32

(By Advocate 3h» A«S. Grawal )

uA

1', Lt«Goyernor of- DsXfilj^through Cliief
Secretary, Delhi Adnin^Pelhi;-;

V ^ ••

2, Cnmmissianer of PoHco, bllhi
Oslhi Police Headquarters,fISD 81dg,
I.P,Estate,'New Delhi";'

3"i Addl.Comrnisaionsr of Police{A»P)
i3alhi Police Headquarterjf-^iSQ Bldg,
I«P»£3tate, jNeuj Delhi,

4i Dy.Coramissioner of Police, 9th
Bn»0«A»P» Pitampura pQ3d.ca LinESS,
Delhi.

(By Advocate Shri Rgj Singh )

Applicant

Respondents

•3UQSn£NT.(ORAL)

Xi-bn*ble Shri S.R, Adiga, Member (Administrati we) ^

In this ap plication, Shrj. Kafi.1 Ahsod, Cons table, Oslhi

PoUc=, hos impusnsd tha order dated 23.5.a9Cflnn.C) imposing a

penalty of forfeituro of two years approved service temporarily

for ona year entalUng proportionate i.d.ctlon in his pay, .hi.h has
been Upheld in appeal vide ,,rdBr dated 5.3.90C#t,n.0).

2. Adepart,ra,taa anquirj. ,^ae initiated against the
^ s i- . closed/app.Uoant on the charge that he r3,.ained/as=oo/ata/ .ith o.,nstaWe
Mu^arfer Hussain•'Siddiqua in tha ,„a,nagB„ant of Mosqua and lladtaaa,
oolleoting funda for tha said purpose «, hi'ch teX*'l;„erted
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for his own use, and ha also created a lauj and order problem, and

also purchased a plot of land without informing the departirisntal

authorities,

3» The Enquiry Officer conducted a detailed enquiry into

ths charges, aid in his findings hald that the chargea against ths

applicant stood proved* Accapting tha enquiry officara findings,

the disciplinary authority impoSGd the impugned penalty which

has bean upheld by ths Appellate Authority,

«

haua heard Shri A,3, Graual, counsel for ths applicant,

and Shri Raj Singh, counssl for the respondents,
/

5* During, hsaring, Shri Greu/al did not seriously cantest

the findings of tha enquiry officer or the penalty order passed

by the Qisciolinary Authority uhich has bean Ijphald in appealV

Ha howauer, stated as tha punishment imposed upon the applicant

was temporary , and tha period of punishment had since elapsed,

the respondents should now consider the applicant for promotion

as par his, turn in accordance with Rules", Shri ggj Singh, did not

oppose this prayer,

6« In the result, we do not interfers uith the penalty order

passed by the Disciplinary Authority .hich has been upheld in appeal,

Tl-m respondents should hoiueuer consider the case of the applicant

for promotion aa and whan his term ccrne in accordance ujith Rulas. This

0«A« is deposed of accordingly. Mo costs,

{3,B» )
Wember(A)
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(lakshmi Swaminath^TT
Wemberp)


