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CENTRAL ADPIINISTRATIUE TRIBUNAL

principal bench
NEU DELHI

0,A.No.22§3 /90

o

N«u Dtlhi, this tho 4th riay of Oanuary, 1594,

Hon*lil« Mr 3ustie« S.K.Dhaon, Uiee Chairman.

Hon*lil« Mr B.N.0houniiyal, l*l«mb«r(A)

Satya Narain Constalile No.4500/bAP
son of Shri Fat«h Sin§h «/o Srat.Nirmala Devi,

Community H«alth C»ntr«, Kalanaur, UillaoB and
P.O.Kalanaur, Distriet Rohtak, Haryana.

( .... Appliaant,
(nons appaared for the applicant)

vs.

1. Commissionar of Polies Delhi,
Delhi Police Headquarters, l*I.S.0 .Bli§,,
I.P.Estate, Neu Delhi.

2. Additional Commissioner of ,Police(Armed Poliee
Delhi Police Headquarters, f*l,S .0.Building,
I.P.Estate, Neu Delhi.

3. Deputy Commissioner of Polieo/Bth Bn.D.A.P.
Kin§sway Gam, Delhi. ... Respondents,

(hy Fir Gajraj Sinfh, Advoeate).

ORDER (ORAL)

S.K.DHAON. VICE CHAIRMAN

The petitioner, an Ex-Constable in the

Delhi Police was suhjected to diseiplinary

proGeedin§9. Uhile aeeeptin; the recommsndations

of the Inquiry Offieer, the diseiplinary authority

on 17.11.ins? passed an order of punishment,dismissin§

the petitioner from servise. On 25.3.1988, the

Additional Commissioner of Polie®, aetinf as the

appellate authority, modified the or^er of the

diseiplinary authority.and eonverted the punishment

of dismissal from service to that of permanent

forfeiture of five years approved service with

all eonsequenees. The periot' from dismissal to the

date of re-instatement ' not be treated as spent

on duty. On 3.8.1988, the Commissioner of Poliee
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rejected the reuisicn application preferred by the

petitioner. The three orders are being impugned in

the present- application,

2, The charge agaiost the petitioner uas that in

order to explain his absence from duty, he submitted

a forged discharge certificate from the flilitary

Hospital, The Inquiry Officer recorded the finding

that during the course of the innuiry, the petitioner

stoJe the relevant papers relating to the inquiry. The

Inauiry Officer recordi^d the opinion that the charges

ha^7e been brought home to the petitioner. The disciplinary

^ authority passed a detailed order and recorded the finding
that the charge stood proved beyond any doubt. As already

stated, the appellate authority, uhils maintaining the

order of puni shment^ modified the punishment to be awarded

to the petitioner. The revisional authority too gave

reasons for rejecting the revision applicfition of the

petitioner,

3, Ue have gone through the relevant papers

Carefully and find no infirmity in either of the three

/ orders,

4, The 0,A, is accompanied by an application,

seeking condonation of delay, We have perused the

contents of paragraph 2 of the application and ue are

satisfied that a case has been made out for condoning

the delay,

5, , On merit.s, the D,A. fails and is dismissed,

5^ The case has been called out in the revised list.

No one has appeared on behalf of the petitioner.
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