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IN THE C(ENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL
PRINCIPAL BE NCH
NE W DELHI

OA 2508/93
New Delhi this the 12th day of July, 1999

Hon 'ble Shri V.Ramakrishnan,Vice Chairman(A)
Hon 'ble Smt.lakshmi Swaminathan, Member (3)

In the matter of

ASI Roop Singh
$/0 Shri Kaman Singh
R/0 D~-178, New Police Linss, -

Kingway Camp,0elhi-S ..Appticant

(None for the applicant )

Ve rsus

1.National Capitay Territory of Deihi
through the Chief Scrstary, 0O1d
Secretriate, De1hi.

2.The Commissioner of Police,
HQS DetThi Povice, I.PpEstate,
Ney De1hi.

3.The Additiona? Commissioner of Police,
(Secority), Rastrapati Bhawan,

)

New Os1hi.
4.The Deputy Commissioner of Potice, s
Rastrapati Bhawan, New Delhi. .

.. Respondents
(None for the respondents )

_ORDER (ORAL)

(Hon 'ble Shri V.Ramakrishnan, Vice Chairman (A)

Shri V.P.Sharma,lsarned couﬁsel who is present in
Court submits that he is no longer counse? in this case as
the brief has already been taken by the appricant more than
a ysar back. Applicant has not taken any steps for
representation nor is he present. There is none for the
respondents either. W, therefore, proceed to dispose of the
0O.A. after .going through the materials on record.
2. The applicant was proceeded departmentally on the
ground that he did not put up the retevant papers pertaining
to Leave Account of one Shri Matha Chan, anstable who was
granted 180 days Earned leave. After detailed consideration

and giving a persona’ hearing to the applicant by the
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disciplinary authority, it was hetd that keeping in vie 5
nature of the offence, only minor penafity of censure shouvd.
be ayarded. Against this order, an appesz' uas fived by the

applicant uhich was avso rejected by the appetiate authority

by Ordsr dated 4.10.1993. W find from the materiz?s on record

that @ regutar inquiry was conducted and after associating
the appricant, the Inguiry Officer gavs his report holding
that the charge mede ageinst the appiicant was proved,
Thereafter, the impugned order of penatty was issued. W atvso
find that the Inquiry Officer has gone through the retevant
records and there is nothing to ho'd that the findings of the
€E.0. is any way perverse. The contention of the apptlicant
that the order of the appevtate authority is not a speaking
order is not borne out by the records; besides we find that
the appelrate authority has given a personat hezaring to the
applicant on 24.2.93. In the circumstances, w do not find
any grownd to interfere with the order of the disciptinary
authority or the appettate authority and accordingly OA is

dismissed, No costs.
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(Smt.Lakshmi Syaminathan) (V.Ramakrishnan )
Me mber (J) Vice Chairman (A)
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