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Central Aciministratiwe Trihynal
Principal Bench

O.A.H©. 364/95

Maw Delhi, this the Ist day ©f Mswemaer, 1995

Hon»aie Shri A, y.Haridasan, Vice-ChairmanO)
Hon'hle Shri M.K. Ah©oja, Wemher (A)

Ex, Const, Baljeet Sinfh
(N®. 6719/Dap)
sen ®f Shri Bar©© Ra»»
^fed adout 28 years, previously
pasted in Delhi Pelice,
R/a villafe & P.O. Ajaib,
Near Wadina, Distt, R0htak(Hr,) ,.Applicant

(By Shri Shanker Raju, Aduecate)

Versus

1, The Lt. Governor of N,C,T, Delhi/
Union of India thr©u§h.
Coffifflissiener of Police^
Pl.S.O. Buildinf, Police Hars,
N ey Delhi.

2, The Dy. Cemmissioner of Police,
(Headquarter-Il) Police Hqrs.,

n.S.O. Buildinq, I.P. Cstate,
New Delhi. , .Respondents

(By Shri Anoop Baaain, Advocate)

ORPER (Orel)

By Hon'dle Sh, A.V.Haridasan, Vice-Chairman(3)£

The applicant, ex-Police Constable, has assailed

in this application the order dated 2,1 .1995 of second

respondent by which his request for re-instatement as PoHc#

Constable was rejected. The applicant uas selected as ^ollc®

Constable and he joined duties on 1.10.1967. As he was arrested

in connection with a criminal case and was cherqe sHeited ,

and he did not inform the competent authorities abcut his

arrest and involvement in the criminal case, his services

were terminated under Rule 5(1) of the C.C.S.(T.S.) Rules,1965.

Since the representation submitted by him afainst the ternfiinsiic

of services was also rejected, he approached t^is Tribunal

in O.A, Mo, 1970/88, This O.A, yas eventually dismissed but

it was observed that it yould he open for the applicant to

make a representation for le-instatament on his acquittal in
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the criHimal case. The applicant was acquitted by the
3udicial magistrate 1st Class by judgement dated 4.12.1993,
After obtaining a copy of the judgecnent, acquitting him of tf>.

offences with which he was charged, the applicant made a

detailed representation to the second respondent claiiiing

re-instatement which was rejected by the impugned order.

The applicant has stated in his representation that he did
not withhold the information that he was arrested and

chargesheetad from the authorities concerned and hai actually

taken the permission from the R.I. to appear in the court

on the dates on which the case was posted and that under

these circumstances his request of re-instatement might be

favourably considered. In this application he has stated

that the respondent No. 2 has not taken into account the

various aspects of the case and the order rejecting his

representation being cryptic and non speaking, the same

is liable to be set aside.

Respondents in their reply have indicated that the

applicant never informed the authorities in writing about

his arrest and involvement in the criminal case and that the

decision on his representation was taken by the ccwpetent

authority after considering his representation. Uhen the

application came up for hearing, the learned counsel for the

applicant states that the applicant may be permitted to take

the matter up with the first respondent and that a directicsn

nay be given to the first respondent to dispose of the

representation, if any, made by the applicant, taking nota

of the fact that he was acquitted of the criminal charges.

This request is opposed by the counsel for the respondants#

Ite are of the considered view that there is no

justification in opposing the request of the applicant because

even before approaching the Tribunal it was open to the
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applicant to approach the higher authorities if he was
aggrieyed by the decision taken by the second respondent.

Under these circdrastances, we are of the contjidered

yiew that the request on behalf of the applicant for permission

to take up the matter with first respondent for consideration

is very reasonable. In the light of what is stated above

u8 dispose of the application with a direction to the applicas. ,,

to make a representation in regard to his grievance against

the impugned order and seeking re-instateraent explaining the

circumstances of the case, m also direct the first respondent

that if such a representation is received by him within a

period of one month, from the date of receipt of this order

the same shall be considered and disposed of with a speaking

order within a period of one month from the date of receipt

of this representations. There is no order as to costs.

(R.K.AH003A) (A.V.HAHIOASAH)
Wembe-iH^f Vice-Chairman (3)
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