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- been Gpheld in appeel vide rrder dated 643490 {fn,0},

» applicant on the charge thet he repeined/associated with cons table
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I8 THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL
PRINCIPAL BENCH MEW DELHI.

0.8, No'W1524/30
Naw Delhi, dated the 318t Aug.,1994

CORAY

Honfble ShriSeR. Adige, Member(fdministration)
Hon'ble Smt.lakshmi Swaminathan, Member{Judiciale)

Shri Kafil Ahmed, _ :
R/D F=110, New Sesmapuri, Shahdara,lslhi-32

| o sss Applicant

{By Advocate Sh. AsS. Grawal )

U/s

1% LtWBoverner of DelAi,. through Chief
Becretary, Delhi Admngag;hig

<

2, Commissioner of Police, D¥ihi
Oz1hi Police Headguarters,MSO B8ldg,
T.P.Estate, New Delhiy

3% Addl.Commissioner of Police{A,p)’ _
Dalni Police Headquarter,®S0 Bldg, - -
TePoEatate, New Delhil - ‘

4y Oy4Commissioner of Police, oth -
BneJd.AePs Pitampura Polica Lines,
Delhi, .

ves Resnondents

(By advocate Shri Raj Singh )

20N T{ORALY )

aifbn'ble 3hri S.Re Adige, Mmeer{Administratiue) ‘7

N

In this application, Shri Kafil amed, Corstabla, Delhi
.Police, hes impugned the srder dated 235,89 {fnn,C) imposing a

1 & . R
penelty of Forfﬁmtura of tuo years approved service temporarily

, s s o ¢ '
for one year entailing proportisnate reduction in his pay, which has

24 ' A departmental enquiry wad initieted against the

closel”

e P . .
VYuzaffer Hussain ‘Siddique in the Mmanagement  of Mosgue and Madrasa,

» . . S Cubinn f"y
collecting funds for the said purpose w hich Bk beem comvarted
. 4"
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for his own use; and he alsp created a law and prder problan, end

also purchesed a plot of lend without informing the departmental.

authorities,

Si The Enquiry Officer conducted a detailed enguity inio
the charges, and in his findings held that the charges ageinst the
applican% stood prouad. Accépting the enquiry officers firidings,
the disciplinary authority imposad the impugned penalty which

has bean upheld by the Appallate Buthority,

Ay We have heard Shyj A.S5. Gre wal, counsel for the apnlicant

and Shri Raj Singh, couns2l for the rGSpohdents;
/

5¢ During, hezaring, Shri Grewal ofd not serisusly contest
the findings of th; enquity of ficer ar the penalty order passed
by the Discislinary Authority which has been tpheld in appealy
He however, atated as the nunlbhmen* impos ed upon the applicant
Was tempqrary s and the périod'of punishment had since elapsed,
the respendents should mow consider the spolicant for promption

as per his turn in accordance with Ruyles’s Shri Raj Singh, did not

oppose this prsye&.
6o In the result, we do Aot inlerfers with the pepaity order

passed by the Discriplinary Authority which has been upheld in appeal.
f

The respondents should howsver coneider the case of the epnlicant

for provotion ag end when his tymn come in accordance with Rules. This

O¢hs is dprOuDd of accardlngly. o costs,

{4;kdl . : /7<CZKZ% I e
ks hmi :uamlna».an (S.Ba,Adigé/)

Member {3} Member{ A)

sk



