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1. Whether Reporters of local papers may be
allowed to see the Judgement?

2. To be referred to the Reporter or not?
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(DELIVERED BY HON'BLE SiRl J.p. SHaRMA, ;£;-B£a (j)

The grievance of the applicant. Sub Inspector of

Police IS against the enquiry proceedings initiated by

Deputy Commissioner of Police. Bespordent lt>.3, Shri
P.C. Kdta is the Enquiry Officer. The allegation of the
applicant concerns the non observance of the procedure
on the principles of natural justice as veil as

ordained in the Police (Punishment m,d >^p.al) flules, 196
by the Enquiry Officer. The challenge is also to the

non examination of some of the defence wit,«sses. ft
also argued by the learned counsel that there is a

gross illegality in framing the chargesheet against the
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applicant as tha proceedinis of recording of evidenca

against the applicant wre not oonplied till 18.2.1992.

It is also argued by the learned counsel that

resporxient i^.2. Deputy Com.missloner of Police (South)
not

has erred in /. enhancing subsistence allowance to

75% as six aionths have already expired from the date

of suspension of the applicant. In this application,

the applicant has claimed the relief to quash the

summary allegations, the proceedings of enquiry held on

21.10.1991 and 24.10.1991 and the charges framed on

18.2.1992 and also in assailing the act of the Enquiry

Officer in not allowing the documents on record and also

not allowing cross examination of witnesses. It is further

pr^ed that the further proceedings in pursuance of the

summary allegations dt .9.7.1991 be stayed. The order

of suspension dt .29.12.1990 be also quashed. It is

further prayed that a declaration be made that the

^plicant had not been absent unauthorisedly as alleged

. in the summary of allegations. The applicant has also

claimed interim relief.

2. Vfe have given a careful consideration to the

arguments advanced by the learned counsel, Phri B.S. U\arya
and also gone through ininutely the pleadings stated In

tne ^plication and the documents filed as anne*ures to

the ^plication.
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3. The enquiry against the applicant is still

in progress. It shall not be in the interest of

justice to scrutinise the various levels of proceedings

of the enquiry and appzeciatir^ them in order to come

to a conclusion regarding the justness or otherwise of

the action of the Enquiry Officer. It will amount to

unnecessary interference in the proceedings of an enquiry

which has been instituted against the applicant and now

almost is likely to come to an end. therefore,

find that there is no substance in the application to

make out a prima-facie case for admission. The

^plication is, therefore, dismissed at the admission

^st^ge^tse^. However, we leave it open to the applicant

to assail all these grievances at the proper time

after the conclusion of disciplinary proceedings againi

him and this summary dismissal of the ^plication wUl

not be a bar.
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