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IN THE HIGH COURT OF PUNJAB & HARYANA, CHANDIGARH

CWP No. 8808 of 2015
Date of decision : May 20, 2015

Surender Singh
....... Petitioner
Versus

Additional Chief Secretary to Govt. of Haryana and others
........ Respondents
CORAM: HON'BLE MR. JUSTICE AMIT RAWAL

Present:- Mr. Mohinder Pal, Advocate
for the petitioner.

Mr. Hitesh Pandit, Additional
Advocate General, Haryana.
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1. Whether reporters of local papers may be
allowed to see the judgment ?

To be referred to the reporters or not?
Whether the judgment should be reported in
the digest?

W N

Amit Rawal, J (oral).

A short reply on behalf of respondent No.5 has been
filed in Court. The same is taken on record.

This Court vide order dated 6.5.2015 after noticing
the contention of the petitioner issued notice of motion. The order
reads thus:-

“Learned counsel for the petitioner confines his
prayer only to violation of Rule 16.38 of Punjab
Police Rules, applicable to Haryana and submits
that the authorities have not taken concurrence of
the District Magistrate  before  proceeding

departmentally against the petitioner.



CWP No. 8808 of 2015 2

Notice of motion.

At the asking of the Court Mr. Hitesh Pandit
Additional Advocate Additional Advocate General,
Haryana accepts notice on behalf of the
respondents. Learned counsel for the petitioner
shall supply six copies of the paper book to the
State counsel during the course of the day.

To come up on 13.5.2015.

To be shown in the urgent list.”

In response to the notice, Mr. Hitesh Pandit has
filed short reply on behalf of respondent No.5 to contend that
compliance of rule 16.38 of Punjab Police Rules applicable to
Haryana has been made. The attested vernacular copy of the same
has been handed over to this Court which is taken on record.

Registry is directed to tag the same at an
appropriate place.

In view of the fact that concurrence of the District
Magistrate had been obtained, the compliance of the rules has been
made. Thus no cause of action survives in the present case.

Accordingly, the writ petition is dismissed.

The petitioner shall be at liberty to take all the

defences before the enquiry officer.

(AMIT RAWAL)
JUDGE
May 20, 2015
archana



