
CENTRAL ADI^iIN ISTRATIV-E TRIBUNAL
PRINCIPAL BENCH, NEW DELHI

0#^ 952/90

Nau Delhip this the 11th day of October, 199A

Hon'ble Mr, 3,P, Sharma, nember(Zl)

Hon'ble l^r. S.R» Adige, Member(a)

•1S)

Sh, Dagbir Singh, Constable Wo,521/N
S/o Sh, Daya Chand
C/o Sh, Chander Bhan
C-19, Neu Police Lines, Kingsuey Camp
Delhi

..., Applicant

Us,

1, Commissioner of Polios Delhi
Delhi PolicQ Headquarters, W,3,0 Building
I.P, Estate, N®w Delhi

2» Additional Commissioner of Police
(Northarn Range)
Delhi Police Headquarters .
M.S.O, Building
I.P, Estate, Nqu Delhi

3, Additional Deputy Commissioner of Police
North District, Nsar P,S. Civil Linss
Delhi

,.,. ResDondents

The applicant has assailed the order dated

30th August, 1988 by uhich a departmental enquiry

under Delhi Police Act, 1978 was initiated and

punishment of forfeiture of one year service permanently

uas inflicted upon him by the disciplinary authority

Additional Deputy Commissioner of Police uhich uas

upheld by the Additional Commissioner of Police by

the order dated 4th April, 1989. The applicant has

prayed for quashing of this order of punishment with
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consequential benefits and ths period under suspension

from 26th September, 87 to 14th January, SB be ordered

to be treated as period spent on duty,

2. , The responriffi ts contested this application and

in the reply opposed the ground of the reliefs stating

that uhile ths applicant ue's posted at P.S. Pitam Pura

on 25/26th September, 87, he was detailed for night

reserve duty from 8,00 P.iM. to 8,00^ A.but he did not

report for duty till 11,45 P,M, and uas marked absent.

On learning that ha has been marked absent, he took up

quarrel uith ona Constabla f'loinuddin, misbehaued and

abused him undsr ths influence of liquor. He also fled

auay from the Police Post, Sh, l/ijay Kumar uas appointed

as Enquiry Officer uho gauo his finding of guilty

against the applicant in a report dated 2nd Duly, 08

and based on that report the disciplinary Buthority

passed an order of punishment impugned in this case,

3, The applicant has not filed any rejoinder in

this case though he has been given sufficient opportunities.

In fact, none is appearing on behalf of the applicant.

On earlier dated fixed before the Deputy' Registrar in

3anusry, 91 t Harch, 91 as uell as in December, 90, It

goes to shou that the applicant has no interest in

psrsuing the matter.

.4, Sh, A.S. Greual, counsel for applicant and is

also not present. It is nou about <^,25 P.Fi. when ue

have t d< en up this case.
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5, Ue have perused the rBcord and find that

the Enquiry Officer has examinGd the Canstabla

noinuridin of PUI uho has supported the summary

of sllegatinns of the applicait that he did not

report for duty on 25,9,87 and also misbehaved

with him. This fact is supported by Sh, H.C, Randir

Singh, PU-4; Constable Ra^ Parshad, PU-5; and

Inspector Hoshiar Singh, PU-6,

6, Having gone through the proceedings of the

Departmental Enquiry annexed by the applicant himself

and mentioned' in the Enquiry Officer's report, taking

all these yacts into account ue find that the

rules of procedure has been observed by irhe

Enquiry Officer and disciplinary quthority as uell' as

appellate authority has passed these detailed orders.

Ue agree with the finding of the Enquiry Officer.

In vieu of the above facts, ue find no merit in the

case and the same is dismissed.

Cost on parties.

(S.R, «dig^) (3,P. Sharma)
P-lember(A) l^smher(3)
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