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4-hQ/^-^i day of Decetuber, 1997New Delhi, this thef^^ day
i.ce P Verghese, Vice-chairman .

Shri N. Sahu,Member lA)

Const. Gian Singh

?;t''8n '̂̂ 0AP New Police Lines,
Kingsway Camp, Delhi.

c-hri B S. Mainee)(By Advocate: Snr>
Versus

Applleant

Union of India through
Arid-tional Commissioner of P0i1c«,

'• foApl police HQ MSO BUI Id,ng.
TP.Estate, New Delhi.

Deputy commissioner
New Police Line, ^ ' ' ...Respondenti
xr.rd Bn.DAP ,New Delhi.

(By Advocate: Shri Anoop Bagai)
ORDER

c v'orai^ese Vice-chairman (J)Dr. Jose P. Verg,.ese,

•in •ThiPl case was a i^OnS-ab e
The petitioner m -his

fin thp allegationand was proceeded against depart^entsi •, on >-
,naton„.B.i.Bi at atout B.i5 P-Q-
created nuisance and used abusive ianguage unce^ tne
influen.ce of liquor and also mlsbeb-aved with one

,icn performing night outy eiongwith
Mukesh Kumar who wae also pet,

the petitioner. It was also alleged that the petmoner
csed threaten-,ng language against another Head .Qonstable
Yogesh Kpm-' and thn misbeha-viour of the petifone- under
tne influence of liquor ,s aoisccrduct and accordingly
Charge sheet was issued and after receipt of tne repo,-t
froii the inquiry Officer, the petifroner was dismissed from
ser.'icebyan c'der dated 7.10.1391. The petitioner filed



H

. and tsie appella«

- " rir-e appe.. ^
— r->.e Pnpca-. —petitioner and f""'™ ,„fipence of iiPoor not hafio^
petitioner osiP. 0"-- ^ ,,e„,ssai «as rednced to
peen proved, tPe eepvrce per^anentir
tnat of fovPo-- ^ pppppptronate redact..
for aperiod or one ya , proer passed on 8.6.is9.
,pnrspay. TPe said appe.,ate
„es under cPallenge mthis Cft

, pontentions on behalf of
2. one of the ma. . roceed^ngs

mat -hen tne depart.entaj.4f-ooner •+-inn of majt-irthe peo.^To.i ^ .^position

against the suspended , p;„inor pena'typenalty -as initiated and subs^en^i
gas .posed, the suspension

allowances is

suspension.

^ „n the other. tne respondents --in the
- ^ ,,g peing awarded oy•tated that the punishment nm b

hand -it was ^tate.. o.
the appellate authority replac .n^
P,P.3sal isnpt _ „,p3p,. .penalty

• ,4 that the submTSbi-.pnOaf" i sf "i 8*^ thatand we are sa..is, .

45 .j 11-founded.

a u was further submitted on behaU cf tne
^ mere Is no evidence available against .e

petitToner j j. =il''eci6d.

mat he has committed the mnsconduct •
u atitiorer in this regard wastue submission made Py the petition

m emade bv h. In appeal and the same was du.ymfaot those made by

aonstderedby the appellate author.ty. I- was



\

pay.

-5
„ Hon of misbehavloor substantiated by.nene «s no anesation -

the inquiry officer against
he himself had deposed that nothing of thaSince he mmsen ^hroi^+-pnina

aga-hst Head Constable Yogesh Kumar -as very .language aga,hst..allable from the proceedings and as such the.

.annotbesaid to be one belonging to the c.as_
, ,s 1, also found that the appellate authonyevidence .

hes infact considered the entire case, t i
-i-t-rripnt of dismissal to thatj cmri fHp DunibittenL s,iand had reduced t.e pu p,. 3

tense,tore ot one year approved service permanently, ,o
tenod of one year entailing proportionate reduction is „s

5. ,e the circumstanoes that no other grounds
aliened rhis OA fails and no otter as to cosns.have been alleseu'

(Dr. Jose hhese >
;n. Sahui ' Vice-chairman (J)
Member (A)

naresh


