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TribunalPrincipal Bench: New Delhi

OA No. 2689/92

• Biswas, Member (a)

Surender NathNo. 1207/E, Shri R d 1- '

n^i^h- '̂ '̂̂ '̂ O'̂ clooma, "Delhi Admn. Flats.New Delhi.
(By Advocate: Shri Ashish Kalia)

Versus

Union of India through

lun ^^"""iesioner of PolicePHQ. MSG Building, '
Indraprastha Estate
New Delhi.

RespondentsiBy Advocate: Shri s « r. *

• •>'•<"<>' 0' Sb. B.s.appt,)
DR 0 E R (ORAL)

The petitioner in thi.

Of r..ovo. "" " -'••non.io,
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^^•9.91 passed after i-h-

Ponclosiooof tbe disclplioary „r
agaibsttb. petltio "''''Paa^bBe ioltiat.dP tltioner as well a®

egainst onevf-SauKumar by a ininf- . vijaya joint enquirv ru

fiA w • y an order dated 8.2 1996 in<""-0. tbls court bas set aside tb

grabtlog liberty to tbe ""
y to the respondents to

afresb after re •arter ro-i„statibg tbe saia
» «as also stated i„ tbe said ord

® said order uith
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allowance Will dep q of salary anddepend upon the outcome of the en •
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have perused the judgeeent passed ty this
court on 8.2.1W and .e have no reason to differ fro.
the said decision .ith respect to the present petitioner
as well. Being a joint enguiry. « pass the sa.e order
as has already Peen passed by this court on e.2.ms in

NO. 2sai/n in the .atter of vijay
of India and ors.

, The counsel for the respondents sub.itt,d
tNat there is so.e difference in the present case
via-a-vis the case of Shri vij.y Ku.ar. as in the
present case the petitioner has given a confessional
Statement in his own writing.

we have perused the original and »e found
here was some correction in the said statement and

some re-written portion incorporating the corrected
version .hich does not give an i.pression of being a
voluntary confession. fn any event, the charge itself
refers to the fact that both the n.r.r-

"•-n rne petitioners have
admitted the guut and the case of the co-accused has
een decided on 8.2.1996 vide OA No. 2641/91. We find

no reason not to apply the • •PP y the said decision to the present
case as wel1.

I" the circu.stances, this Oh is alloeed and
tPo Lpugned order as »eil as the appeliat. order are
-t aside and the respondents are given iibeyc,
proceed .ith the enguiry against the petitioner afresh
in accordance with law and the respondents shall also
»r.ot al. the conseguentiai benefits including a
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P^y Ptc. In „o adverse ordar is passed against
after engpir,. There shall he no order

3S to costs.
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