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Dated at New Oelhi, this the 7th day of June, 1954

Hom'ble Shri Je P. Sharma,Member(J)
Hon'hle Shri B. K. Singh, Member(A)

Shri Richpal 3ingh,5.1. No.1404/D{(Retired)

/o Shri Prithvi Singh

R/o 1/2647, Ram Nagar, Loni Road

Shahdre o .
DELHI ‘ eees Applicant

By Advocate: Shri é. S. Grewal

Varsus

1. Lt. Governor of Delhi, through
Chief Secretary
Delhi Administration
DELHI

2. Commissioner of Police,Delhi
De1hi Pplice Hsadquarters
MeSel0e Building, 1l.P. Estate
NEW DELHI

3. Additional Commissiorer of Police{Range)
Delhi Police Headquarters,M.3.0. Building
1 Ps Estats -
NEW DELHI

4, DeCo¥, East District
Krishna Nagar : .
DELHI v oa F‘(eSpondentS

By Hduocatez Shri Ba R.a Prashar

0 RDER

{oral)
Shri J. P. Sharma,M(J)

The applicant was working as Sub Inspectorin Delhi
Police

lwhen he was retired prematubely under FR,56(3) vide

- order deted 22.8,1988. The applicent joined Dslhi

Police initially as a Constable on 19;5.1950. The
order of compulsory retirement is dated 22.8.88. It
goes to show that ths a;plicant Eas already served
for more than 33 years and inabite of gompulsory

retirement under FR.56(3J) and he shall he entit_ed.

 to full pensionery benefits.
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2, However,the applicent has challenged the above
order on the ground that the applicant was never
informed regarding his ommiSsiohs Or Was Never Convgyed
tﬁe adverse remark, if eny, and theat the applicant has
gisaharged his duties with full commendation and-
seatisfaction of the superior autherities. Houwever,
it is not true as has bteen projected by the applicant.
The applicant wes awarded & punishment of censure
on 3.12.84 and again a punishment of censure wds given
to the applicant 20.11.85., He was further givem censurs
an the same year-on-the complaint of one Shri Bewari laj.
In 1966 also he uaé given a 2 punishment of censure.
Thug, it cannot be said that the applicant is free from
all biame. There were certain ommissions regarding
FIR No.194/83 u/s 302/34 IPC. Initially the service
record of ths applicant Qés good and he was given
promotion. However, subsequently the work of the applicant
declined and hardly there is any year when he was not
given a punishment of the nature of censure and also
some ommissioﬁs on the part of the apglicant oh his
duties has been established. Tha law of compulsory
ratiremsnt is initially 1laid do@n in fhe cese of
Baikuntha Nath Dss & Apr Vs Chief District Medical
Cfficer, Baripada and épr. 3T 1992(2) Se€s 1 The Hon'hie

Supreme Court has given corelusions in operative portion

of the judgment uhich is reproduced belowé=

"{v) &n order of compulsory retirement is not liable
to be quashed by a Court merely on the showing
that while passing it uncommunicated adverse
remarks were also taken into consideration. That
circumstance by itse]f cannot be & hasis For

&/ interferencgc., %
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3 The pouwer of the Tribunal to interferé is limited.
If there is any evidence besed.on.the-service record and
thaet justifies the taking of action urder FR.56(J), it is
not proper that the Tribunal should interfers in such an
order. A perusal of the record shows that the applicant
has lost his utility and has become a burden to the
police force. The ihpugned order, therefore, does not

call for any interfervence, end the applicetion, therefore,

is dismissed as devoid ef any merit, leaving the par
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to bear their ouwn costs.
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