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ORDER

.(oral)
Shri 3• P. Sharma,f1(3)

The applicant was working as Sub Inspectorin Delhi
Police

£ujhen he uas retired prematurely under FR.56(j) vide

order dated 22.Bo 1968 . The applicant joined Delhi

Police initially as a Constable on 19,6,1950. The

order of compulsory retirement is dated 22.8.88. It

goes to show that the applicant has already served

for more than 33 years and inspite of compulsory

retirement under FF<.5&(3) and he shall be entitled

to full iDsnsionery benefits.
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2, However,the applicant has challenged the above

order on the ground that the applicant uas never

informed regarding hi's ommissions or was never conveyed

the adverse remarkj, if any, and that the app]icant has

discharged his duties uiith full commendation and •

satisfaction of the superior ,authorities . However,

it is not true as has been projected by the applicant.

The applicant uas awarded a punishment of censure

on 3.12.84 and again a punishment of censure uas given

to the applicant 20.11.85. He uas Further given censure

on the same year on the complaint of one Shri Beuari Lai.

In 19S6 also he uas given a a punishment of censure.

Thus,it cannot be said that the applicant is free from

all blame. There uere certain ommissions regarding

FIH No.184/83 u/s 302/34 IPC, Initially the service

record of the applicant uas good and he was given

promotionHoweverj 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 ommissions on the part of the apfjiicant on his

duties has been estab^lished. The 1au of compulsory

retirement is initially laid down in the case of

Baikuntha Nath Das & Anr \Js Chief District Medical

Officer. Baripada and Anr. 3J 1992(2) 1 The Hon'ble

_ Supreme Court has given conclusions in bperative•portion

of the judgmant which is reproduced b&lowS-

order of compulsory retirement is not liable
JP quashed by a Court merely on the showingthat whxla passing it uncommunicated adverse
remarks were also taken into consideration. That
circumstance by itself cannot be a basis for

^ interference "
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3. The pouar of the Tribunal to interfere is limited.

If there is any evidence based on the service record and

that justifies the taking of action under FR.55(J), it is

not proper that the Tribunal should interfere in such an

order. A perusal of the' racord shows that the applicant

has lost his utility' and has become a burden to the

i

police force. The impugned order, therefore, d,cBs not

call for any interference, and the appijicetiont therefore,

is dismissed as deuoid ©f any merit, leaving the parties

to bear their oun costs.

(BSr—tw Singh)
F'lsmbBrCAj
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