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Ramash Chandaip (pis WOo288817 90)
(ISHO/sii^son of shrl Kund^ Sin^h^
Ri'oUillage & post Office RaehieaSp,
Police Station Sodaff#
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Oistto' BhiuaniC Hasyana)^ o .»o Applicants

Adiocatog Shri shy em Babu )«
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Oapoty (Junmiasionar of Polic®j,
South li&at QlstHeti, Police Statioop
Vasafit UihaCo Neu 09lhi<»

Shrl Vad Park ash ( Ejjqyiry Officer)-
Sl-ra, Police Station 3afaspur-
Sooth Uast 01 strict,
Neu Oalhia oo o#.,# Raspondeitas

{By Advocates Shri Vijay P^dita )
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Applicant impugns tha order dated 6o3s95

{Annexure-A) initiating d^arbnontal procaadingg
against hiajo'

Earlier ha had filed 0oAoMos390/94

iropuging the dismissal order dated 9o^2®93 end th©
appellate order dated 2o'2o94 by uhidi he and

another Oanstable had be«i dienissed yithout

holding a 0.E, having ba@i arrested in case

FIR NOpSI dated 9o2i93 u/a 170/384/392 IPC read
with sections 27/54/89 Ams Acto In the dismissal
order, the Disciplinary Authority had stated that
holding of regular O-E- uas not reasonably

J



practicd^lo as - it uas not uncoanion imi such

cases to find (somplainant aTtd'witnesses tuxning

hostile due to fear of reprisals or intimidatioin) «

That OA was disposed of by judgment dated 28o 11 o95

whereby tl^ impugned dismissal/app ell ate o rdsrs

ware quashed with liberty given to lespond^ts

from pzocseding against the applicant^by holding

a regular DC in accordsnee with lawo^

3o pers.uant to that judgment respondsnta have

issued impugned order dated 6o3o96o
*

4e , The two grounds tak^ by applicant

are fii^tly that the impugned order dated 60 3o9i

initiating departmental action is based on the

sane charges which ware the subject matter of

the criminal case in uhic^ applicant was tried and

acquitted on merits by judgment dated 603^5

and hence respondsts are violating Rul© 12 Delhi

police ( P 4 a) ftolesj and secondly that ttio

departm^tal proceedings ue.re not initiated uithin

the two month period allowed by judgment dated

28o11o95o

S» life have heard applicant "a counsel

Shri Shysm Babu end respondents® counsel Shri

P^ditQo lifa have also perused the materials on

record and given th© matter our careful c««3i da ration*^

Rsli^ncB has be®i placed by Shri 9iyam Babu on

1971 (1) SLR 1331 1984(11) SLJ 506 and 1987(1) SL R

592«

Under Section 20 AoToAct en application

is not to be ̂ adnlttad unless all the other remedies

available to an epplic^t under the relevant

service rules as-to redressal of grievances axe
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EKhauatQdo ■m© datsd 28oi1l<,95 pairalttQd
reapondeits i» hold a regui gr Do Eo in accord^co
with lawp ^d pursuant to that ju^iagnt rsapondents
haws iasusd impugned ordar dated 6o^3d^®o It will be
open to tha applicant to take thaa© ^d in do ad any
other grounds before th® corapetant authority during
tha course of the o.Eo in 0ich case that authority
should pass a detailadp speaking and reason ad
order on each of suet? grounds taken by. the applicantp
in accordance with lau» In th© ©want that the
Oiseiplinary Authority passes orders in th© o,Eo
with uhich applicsnit is aggriowad » statutory
renedies to challange the aaae are availabl© to
applicants end if after exhausting those rsmediee

Bany grievance still survives epplicant can always
approach this TribunaVif so advised,^

® catena of judgments the Hon »bl0
Supremo CPurt has strongly deprecated the practice
of tourte/ Tribunals interdicting departnental
inquiries at the threshold stagBp and under th©
circumstsncep no judicial intervenUon is warranted
in this case at this stageo

The 0A is therefore dismissedo Interim
orders are vacated^ No oostso
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