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Applicant

W/s

1, Commissioner of police Delhi,
Delhi Police Hqrs, MSO Bid.,
I«P,Estate, N.Delhi,

2, Addl. Commissioner of Police (SR),
Neu Delhi, Delhi Police Hqrs, MSO Bid.,

Neg Delhi,
3, Dy. Commissioner of Police,

West District, P.S. Rajouri Garden,
Near \/ishal Cinema,
Neu Delhi

.. Respondents

( By Ms. Av/nish Ahlauat, Advocate)

iPRQER (ORAL)

Han'ble Sri A.y. Haridasan, Member (O)

The order dt,22-3-90 of the 3rd respondent

imposing on the applicant a punishment of censure

and the order dt,17-8-90 of the 2nd respondent

rejecting the appeal therefrom are under challsngs

in this application filed u/s 19 of the A.T.Act,

..2



I -2» .

2, The grounds on uhich the impugned orders

are challenged are tteat they are non-spaakinge A

shou cause notice uas issued to the applicant for

shouing cause against a minor penalty of censure

to be imposed against him for failure on his part

to take action against the complaint of drunkejn

misbehaviour of Inspector, R.L.PIeena towards on a

retired Head Constable and his son. Though the

applicant had submitted an explanation it uas consi

dered by the 3rd respondent in detail and he found

that the punishment of censure uas warranted in the

facts and circumstances of the case, and therefore

by the impugned order at Annexure-Q awarded the

punishment of censure. Against this order the

applicant filed an appeal to the 2nd respondent

but after a personal hearing and consideration of
pvj—'

the facts refused to interfere with the award of

censure,

3', When the application came up for final hearing

neither the applicant or his counsel appeared', Ue

have carefully gone through the pleadings in this

case, Uhat is w35^^^te^p=aFr the applicant is impo

sition of minor penalty of censure after considering

the statement made by the applicant in his explanation

in the shou cause notice in detail, Ue find that

the Disciplinary Authority who aw arded the impugned

order of censure has considered the facts of the

case in detail and we do not find any infirmity in

the order. The order is self speaking and clear.
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The Appellate At>tho^.--->ty also is a speaking one

giwing cogent reasons as to uhy the Appellate

Authority refrained from interfering uith the

punishment of censure. We find no reason to
Cvj {(iT CP-dx^i

interfere -in the n>a-fc-be^of Disciplinary or Appellate

Authorities, Therefore, ue dismiss the application

leaving the parties to bear their oun costs.

( B. K>-5T:n^fr) ( A.U. Haridasan
Member (A) Member (j)
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