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~ENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL 
PRINCIPAL 8E~-.!CH 

OA 2704/2002 

New Delfli. this the 24t.h day of .July, 200::: 

Hon · bl e Smt. Lakshmi Swami nathan, vc r . .! ) 
Hon'hle Sh. S.~.Naik, Memher (A) 

Hearl Constable Har1 Narayan No.2502/PCR 
S/o Tunda Ram Meena 
R/o Village~ P.O. - nhanawarh 
P.S.Kolwa., Dist.r-ir.t. DolJSA 
RAjasthan. 

fBy Advoc~t.e Sh, Sachin Chauhanl 

V E R S U S 

Union of India through 

1, Its Secretary 
Min~stry of Home Affairs 
Nor~h Block. New Delhi. 

2. Addl. Commissioner of Police, 
P.C.R. ~ Communication 
Police Headquarters, I.P.Estate 
M.S.O.Building, New Delhi, 

~~ Oy. Commiss1nner of Police 
Pol ice Control Room 
Sara i Roh i 11 a, DelhI . 

. , . Arp 1 i cant. 

. .. Resl)ondents 
(By Advocate Mrs. Jasmine Ahmedl 

0 R D E R (ORAL) 

Rv Hon'hle smt. I akshmi Swaminathan, VC (Jl 

Heard both the learned counsel for the rarties. 

2 ~ The aprl i cant has impugned the rena 1 t.y 

orders issued by the respondents dated 27-7-2001 

rassed by the ,j i sci r i i 11a r y at• thor I t.y and the a pre l late 

authority's or,jet- dat.ed 13-l'i-2002, by which an oroer 

of dismissal has been imposed on him. These orders 

have been passed by the respondents after holding 

d1scipl1nary proceedings against the applicant under 

th8 provisions of the Delh1 Police Act, 1978. 
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We have heard Sh. Sach in Chauhan, 1 earned 

(.ounse~ fnr the aprlicant and Mr~. .Jasm1 ne Ahmed, 

learned counsel for the respondents. 

4. Learned counsel for the applirant has 

submitted A copy of Tribunal's order dated 31-3-2n03 

;n two OAs, namely, Mahipal Vs. UOI ., Ors. COA ,_, 

'1380/2002) a_nd Paras Ram Vs. UOI & Ors, (OA 

i3gg/2002 ) cary rlaced on record. He has submitted 

that the charges aga1nst those applicants in the OAs 
)? . 

which have been disrosed nf bv -tit~ order dated 

31-3-2001 And ~he charges in the rresent case are 

identical. The arpl;cants had been dealt with in 

common Denartmental proceedings and the aforesaid 

penalty orders have also been passed by a common 

order·s;,, These facts are nnt controverted by the 

learned counsel for the respondents. 

5. We also note from disciplinary authority's 

order dat~d 27-7-2001 in the present case,that Head 

Constable Paras Ram (Applicant 1n OA 13g9/2002) and 

Constable Mahiral Singh (Appl;cant in OA 13R0/20n2) 

alnng w1th the applicant in the present case have been 

dismissed from service by a cnmmon order. The 

appellate authority has also pAssed a rnmmnn order 

vide order dated 13-5-2002 dismissing the joint appealS 

submitted by the aforesaid three applicants. 

f(.-,-.e 
fl. we, therefore,L sat1sf1ed that the same 

order that has been passed on 31-3-2003 in the above 
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two OAs would also apply to the facts in the present 

case. 

7. In the result for the reasons given above, 

the impugned orders passed by the disciplinary 

authority and appellate authority are quashed and set 

aside for non-compliance of statutory provisions 

~ontained in Rule 1S (2) of Delhi Pollee (Punishment & 

Apreal) Rules, 1980. We make it clear that we have 

not expressed any opin1on on the other points raised 

by the applicants nn the merits of the case. Liberty 

is granted to the respondents to proceed in the mat~er 

in accordance with law. 

8. OA is disposed of as above. No order as to 

costs. 

( ---. _S.K.Nalk l 
Member (Al 

I /' . 

~:_CJzv~~~--
(Smt. Lakshmi Swaminathanl 

Vice-Chairman (J) 


