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Central Administrative Tribunalpjcjp1 Bench 

Original Application No.643 of 2003 

New Delhi, this the 16th day of October. 2003 

Honble Mr.Justice 
Honble Mr.S.A. Singh,Member() 

Bhushan 
Constable in Delhi Police. 
(PIS No.28932275) 
R/o V & PO:- Sari, 
Tehsil: Ganaur,  
Dist. Sonepat,Haryfl 

(By Advocate: Shri. Arjl Sinqal) 
t 	

Versus 

1. Joint Commissioner of Police. 
Northerri Range, Police Head Quarters 
IP Estate. New Delhi 

4. Deputy Commissioner of Police, 
North West District. 
PS Ashok Vihar.De)Ij 

(By Advocate: Shrj Rlshj Prakash) 

Applicant 

.... Respondents 

p 

  

The applicant is a Constable in Delhi Police, 

Olsciplinary Proceedings had been initiated against him. 

44 	 The disciplinary authority on 14.2.2002 had imposed the 

following penalty on film: 

"Therefore. i impose a Penalty of forfeiture of one 
year approved service to delinque 	HO Baijeet 
Singh, No.181/NW, Ct.Dharambir Singh NO.1943/NW, 
Ct. Shushan No.905/NW and Ct. Pawar, Kumar 

No858/NW 
(now 889/NW) Permanently for a period of one year 
entailing reduction in their pay from Rs.4390/.- to 
Rs.4305/., Rs.3725/- to Rs.3650/-, Rs.3425/- to Rs.3350/.- and Rs.4135/. to Rs.4350/-.. 	They will 
not earn increments of pay during the period of 
reduction and after the expiry of Penalty period 
the reduction will have the effect of Postponing 
their future increment of pay. 	The suspensjori period in respect of HC Baljeet Singh., No.181/NW, Ct.Dharambir 	Singh No. I 943/NW 	and 	ct. Shushan No.905/NW w.e.f. 	16.5.2000 is also hereby decided 
as period not spent on duty for all intents and 
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purposes. 

He preferred an appeal 
which has since been 

dismissed by the Joint Commissioner of Police on 6.7.2002, 

By virtue of the present application,the 
 

applicant assails the said orders. 

Some of the facts which are not in controversy 
can be delineated. 	

The applicant alOngwith others had 
faced a joint departrnentai Proceeding 	There was a joint 
enquiry held. 	

The other COdoljlquents namely Baljeet 

Sinqh and Dhararnveer Singh had filed O.A.264
2/2002 in this 

Tribunal and on 4.7.2003, the said application was allowed 

by this Tribunal recordir 

"12. 	Admittedly 	the disciplinary authority has 
disagr'eed in so far as allegati 1  of recovery of 
opium and extortion of money, which has not beer 
proved by the E.O. 	

establishes the same by 
observing the same as fully proved and imposed upon 
applicarts major punis!'i,y,erit 	Before referring to 
the aforesaid, neither any tentative reasons have 
been recorded nor any oPPortunity to represent the 
same has been afforded to them, This has 

reatiy 
applica)ts and deprived them a 

reasonable opportunity. As the substantive 
procedure has been violated, 
cannot be Sustained in the ey the punsicflent imposed 

es of law." 

Identical is the Position herein. We find no 

reason to take a different view. Herein also, tentative 

r'easor?s had not been recorded nor oPPortunity to represert 

against the same had been granted by the discipiiry 

a ut ii or. it y. 

Resultantly, on Parity of reasoning, we allow the 

present application and quash the impugned orders, Howvt 

nothing said herein would preclude the respo(dents frorn 



I 

Proceeding furtj,er from the stage of recording the 

tentative note of disagreement and affording reasonable 

oPPortunity to the applicant if so advised. It is within 

the domaj of the 
dlSCipliriary aUthority to PCSs 

appropriate orders if deemed 
appropriate. This eercjse 

should be Completed Preferably Within three months of the 

rAe
fhe certified copy of the present order. 

gh
( V.S. Aggarw 

 Chairman 
/dkm/ 


