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This the 2nd day of aApril, 2004
HON’BLE SHRI V.K.MAJOTRA, VICE-CHAIRMAN (A)
ASI Mohinder Singh (Mo.5225/PCR
1S No.28720039)
R0 Vill. & P.U. Dhundahera,
Distt. Gurgaon (Haryana). . fipplicant
{ By Shri Surat Singh, Advocate |
SR rEUs
1. Commissioner of Police,
PHO, ™MSO Bldg., Inanstate,
New Delhi.
-
' -
. adddl . Commissioner of Police,
PeR Communications, Oelhi.
A, Deputy Commissioner of Police,
Police Control Room,
Celhi. v w. Respondents
QO RDER (ORAL)-
Applicant  has challenged the penalty of censure
imposed upon him in connesction with FIR Mo. 753,97 under
‘Sections 448/506/34 1IPC, F.S.  R.OE.Puram.
- 2. The learned counsel for the applicant pointed

out that in the vear 1997 applicant was posted as ASI in

(SN Sactor-I¥, R.K.Puram and was entrusted with
investigation of case FIR No.753/97 of &.9.1997. Me

prepared the challan through the SHO and  submitted to
prosecution  branch. He was transferred from Oistrict
South  West to PCR w.e.f. &.2.L1998. He was sarved show
cause notice dated 29.4.2002 for having conducted  Lhe

investigation of Ehe  sald case  iIn most  casual  and

et

lopsided manner and retaining the file with him for no

. . L .
walid  reason for almost bhrees years and — not bother,i%,
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to explain the reason for the delay at any time., which
resul ted in the acquittal of the accused. After
considering the applicant’s reply dated 17.5.2002, the
disciplinary authority passed the penalty orders which

were confirmed in appeal.

A The learned coﬁnsel of applicant stated that
while he had been transferred from District South West to
PR and  was relieved on &.2.1998, it has  wrongly been
alleged that he had kept the file with him for three

vears and not explained the reason for the delay.

4, The pleas advanced by the applicant were-
considered but rejected by the authorities. aAdmittedly,
he had kept the case file for % months and 1% days with
him. Applicant has alzo filed copy of the order dated
1522007 of the Court of Metropolitan Magistrate, HMew
Delhi- in. respect  of  FIR  Mo.753/1997. It hazs been
abserved therein that though the incident was dated
18.8.1997, the chargesheet was filad by the Investigating
Officer (1.0.) well beyond the perind of limitation,
i.e., on 2.5%.2000 for which no explanation had forthooms,
and that the I1.0. {(the applicant), had conducted the
investigation in  the most casual and lopsided manner.
Fvenn if the applicant retained the file with him for a
period of 5 months and 1% davs and not for 3 yvears, ez
could not clarify the investigation having been conducted
in  the most casual and lopsided manner. The orders of
the authorities are detailed in which it has been stated
that  the first 1.0, has the pivotal pesition in the

investigation of the cases. The applicant was Lhe first
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1.0. in the related case and had failed to collect

- 5 -

sufficient information against the accused persons which
led to the acguittal of the accused. Certainly, the
investigation had been carried out in a lopsided manner
by the first 1.0., i.e., the applicant. This defect in
the investigation was not explained on behalf of the
applicant  and  the Court of the Metropolitan Magistrate
had also concluded that investigation conducted by the
applicant was casual and lopsided. Even if the applicant
was not responsible for delay of a total period of three
vyears, he cannot be absolved of the defect in  the
investigation conducted by him. For this misconduct, the
respondents have rightly punished the applicant with the

minormost penalty.

% Mo good  grounds  have bean mads out for
interference with the impugned orders of penalty against
the applicank. . This Oa i3 diswmissed in limine,

therefore.

V. K. Majotra

.

vice Chairman (&)
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