CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL \\/'
PRINCIPAL BENCH, NEW DELHI

0.A.NO,1837/2003
Friday, this the 25th day of July, 2003

Hon’ble Shri Justice V.S. Aggarwal, Chairman
Hon’ble Shri Govindan S. Tampi, Member (A)

EX, 28860801
Ct. Ranbir Singh
/G V PO RajlW Garhi
F5 Gannaur
Distt, Sonepat
Harvana,
LApplicant
(By Advocate: Shri R.D.Chauhan)

V&rsus
The Commissioner of Folice

Police Head Quarter, IP Estate
New Dslhi

ORDER (ORAL)

shri Govindan S. Tampi:

Heard Shri R.D.Chauhan, learned counsel for

applicant.

Z. The relief sought for oy the applicant is for

quashing and setting asids the order dated 4.3.20072

passed by the Deputy Commissicner of Police and the

Ul

appellate order dated 16.10.2007 passsd oy the
Commissioner of Police. It is a case whare the applicant
has been dealt with for having beer unauthorisedly absent
from duty for a total periocd of 234 days in five spells

during from January to septembser, 2001. It is also shown

that he had been unauthorisedly absent for a periocgd of

PFroceedings had been initiatsd against the applicant
separately for unruly behaviour and unauthorised absence

for 13 days, in 2001, as painted out by the applicant
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Fimzsslf. Learned counsel states that the applicant had
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ungustitied and harsh penalty of dismissal, doth  ths
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) sCipiinary authfftty and the appellats duth:rfty had
acted without application of mind and their action should
be sat &aside andgd Justice rendered to him, plsads ths
» counssl.,
3. We nave considered the matter and ws ars
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it i€ On record  that Turther he was away Trom  duty

regular Dbasis by issus of absentes notices GQuring ths
pericd of absence. A1) those Tacts have been faithfully
fecorded  in  thse orders passed by the Disciplinary

166.10.2002. In view of the above, the applicant has
been considered toc be a habitual absentss, who 1=
iNCorrigitie  in his attitude. Ths ofily piea he has put
before us is  that there had been four geaths in his
Tamily during 1998-39, which do not at all Justifywrg his




absence in 2001. The compstent authcrities had Correactly
come to the conclusion that such a delinguent officer
cannct be entertained in a déscim%ined?crce 1ike Delhi
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imposed on him also does not appsar to be harsh

in the circumstances of the case,

in the Circumstances, dismissed in Timine,

(v.S.Aggarwal)
Chairman






